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RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Title  40 — Protection  of  Environment 

CHAPTER  I — ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY 

PART  52— APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Kansas  Air  Quality  Control 

On  June  15,  1973  the  Administrator 
disapproved  the  plan  revision  which  the 
State  of  Kansas  submitted  to  fulfill  the 
requirement  for  a  transportation  and 
land  use  control  plan  in  the  Metropolitan 
Kansas  City  Interstate  Region.  That  ac¬ 
tion  was  taken  because  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  to  consider  public  com¬ 
ment  on  the  revisions  before  June  15, 
1973,  when  the  Administrator  was  re¬ 
quired  to  announce  his  approval/disap¬ 
proval  decision.  No  public  comments  were 
received  on  the  plan  revision  during  the 
comment  period. 

It  has  been  determined  after  review 
that  the  nonregulatory  plan  revision  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  of  Kansas  on  May  29, 
1973,  is  adequate  to  ensure  that  air  qual¬ 
ity  standard  for  cai-bon  monoxide  will 
be  met  in  the  Metropolitan  Kansas  City 
Region  by  May  31,  1975.  Information 
which  w’as  used  to  reach  this  decision 
may  be  found  in  “Evaluation  Report  of 
Transportation  Controls  for  the  Kansas 
City  Air  Quality  Control  Region,”  which 
is  available  at  the  Freedom  of  Informa¬ 
tion  Center,  EPA,  Room  329,  401  M 
Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.,  and  at 
the  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  EPA,  Region 
VII.  1735  Baltimore  Street,  Kansas  City, 
Missouri  64108. 

The  approved  implementation  plan  re¬ 
visions  w’ere  adopted  in  accordance  with 
procedural  requirements  of  State  and 
Federal  law,  which  provides  for  adequate 
public  participation  through  notice, 
pubUc  hearings,  and  time  for  comment. 
Consequently,  further  public  participa¬ 
tion  is  not  required. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857C-5) 

Dated:  June  22, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Part  52  of  Cliapter  I.  Title  40,  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended 
as  follows: 

Subpart  R — Kansas 
§  .52.873  [.4rncncled] 

1.  Section  52.873  is  amended  by  re¬ 
vising  the  attainment  date  tables  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

The  date  “May  31,  1975,  d”  for  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  national  standards  for 
carbon  monoxide  in  the  metropolitan 
Kansas  City  Interstate  Region  is  re¬ 
placed  with  the  date  “May  31,  1973.” 

§  .52.880  [Rovokrtl] 

2.  Section  52.880  is  revoked. 

§  52.881  [Revoked] 

3.  Section  52.881  is  revoked. 

IFR  Doc.73-13038  Filed  6-29-73;8:45  am] 


PART  52— APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Louisiana  Air  Quality  Control 

On  June  15,  1973,  the  Administrator 
disapproved  the  plan  revision  which  the 
State  of  Louisiana  submitted  to  fulfill 
the  requirement  for  a  transportation 
and  /or  land  use  control  plan  in  Louisi¬ 
ana’s  portion  of  the  Southern  Louisiana- 
Southeast  Texas  Interstate  Region.  That 
action  was  taken  because  there  was  not 
sufficient  time  to  consider  public  com¬ 
ment  on  the  revision  before  June  15, 
1973,  at  w’hich  time  the  Administrator 
was  required  to  announce  his  approval/ 
disapproval  decision.  No  public  com¬ 
ments  were  received  on  the  plan  revision 
during  the  comment  period. 

It  has  been  determined  after  review 
that  the  plan  revision  submitted  by 
Louisiana  on  March  30,  1973,  is  adequate 
to  ensure  that  air  quality  standards  for 
photochemical  oxidants  (hydrocarbons) 
will  be  met  in  Louisiana’s  portion  of  the 
Southern  Louisiana-Southeast  Texas 
Interstate  Region  by  May  31,  1975.  Ih- 
fonnation  which  was  used  to  reach  this 
determination  may  be  found  in  the  Eval¬ 
uation  Report  which  is  available  at  the 
Freedom  of  Information  Center,  EPA, 
Room  329,  401  M  Street.  S.W..  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20460,  and  at  the  EPA 
Region  VI  Office,  1600  Patterson  Street, 
Suite  1100,  Dallas,  Texas  75201. 

The  approved  implementation  plan  re¬ 
visions  were  ad(H}t^  in  accordance  with 
procedural  requirements  of  State  and 
Federal  law,  which  provides  for  adequate 
public  participation  through  notice, 
public  hearings,  and  time  for  comment. 
Consequently,  further  public  partici¬ 
pation  is  not  required. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857C-5) 

Dated:  June  22,  1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Part  52  of  Chapter  I,  title  40,  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended 
as  follows: 

Subpart  T — Louisiana 

1.  Section  52.970  Is  amended  by  revis¬ 
ing  paragraph  (c)  to  read  as  follows: 

§  .52.070  Idenlifiralion  of  plan. 

•  •  •  #  • 

(c)  Supplemental  infoimation  was 
submitted  on: 

(1)  February  28  and  May  8,  1972,  by 
the  Louisiana  Air  Control  Commission, 

(2)  July  17,  1972,  and 

(3)  March  30,  1973. 

§  .52.073  [Revoked] 

2.  Section  52.973  Is  revoked. 

§  .52.070  [Amended] 

3.  Section  52.979  Is  amended  by  re¬ 
vising  the  attainment  date  table  as 
foUow's: 

The  date  “May  31,  1975,  c”  for  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  national  standard  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  (hydrocarbons)  in 
the  Southern  Louisiana-Southeast  Texas 


Interstate  Region  with  the  date  “May  31, 
1975.” 

§  52.080  [Revoked] 

4.  Section  52.980  Is  revoked. 

[FR  Doc.73-13039  FUed  6-29-73;8;45  am] 


PART  52— APPROVAL  AND  PROMULGA¬ 
TION  OF  IMPLEMENTATION  PLANS 

Missouri  Air  Quality  Control 

On  June  15,  1973  the  Administrator 
disapproved  the  plan  revision  w'hich  the 
State  of  Missouri  submitted  to  fulfill 
the  requirement  for  a  transportation  and 
land  use  control  plan  in  the  Metropolitan 
Kansas  City  Interstate  Region.  'That  ac¬ 
tion  was  taken  because  there  was  not  suf¬ 
ficient  time  to  consider  public  comment 
on  the  revisions  before  June  15,  1973, 
when  the  Administrator  was  required  to 
announce  his  approval/disapproval  de¬ 
cision.  No  public  comments  were  received 
on  the  plan  revision  during  the  comment 
period. 

It  has  been  determined  after  review 
that  the  nonregulatory  plan  revision  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  of  Missouri  on  May 
21,  1973,  is  adequate  to  ensure  that  air 
quality  standar<ls  for  carbon  monoxide 
will  be  met  in  the  Metropolitan  Kansas 
City  Region  by  May  31,  1975.  Informa¬ 
tion  which  was  used  to  reach  this  de¬ 
cision  may  be  found  in  “Evaluation  Re¬ 
port  of  Transportation  Controls  for  the 
Kansas  City  Air  Quality  Control  Region,” 
which  is  available  at  the  Freedom  of 
Information  Center,  EPA,  Room  329,  401 
M  Street,  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.,  and 
at  the  Office  of  Public  Affairs,  EPA,  Re¬ 
gion  vn,  1735  Baltimore  Street,  Kansas 
City,  Missoiu'i  64108. 

The  approved  implementation  plan  re¬ 
visions  were  adopted  in  accordance  with 
procedural  requirements  of  State  and 
Federal  law,  which  provides  for  adequate 
public  participation  through  notice,  pub¬ 
lic  hearings,  and  time  for  comment.  Con¬ 
sequently,  further  public  participation 
is  not  required. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857C-6) 

Dated:  June  22, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Part  52  of  Chapter  I,  title  40,  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  amended 
as  follows: 

Subpart  AA — Missouri 
§  .52.1332  [.\mrndecl] 

1.  Section  52.1332  is  amended  by  re¬ 
vising  the  attainment  date  table.s  as 
follows: 

The  date  “May  31,  1975,  b”  for  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  national  standards  for 
carbon  monoxide  in  the  metropolitan 
Kansas  City  Interstate  Region  is  re¬ 
placed  with  the  date  “May  31;  1975.” 

§  52.1333  [Revoked] 

2.  Section  52.1333  is  revoked. 

§  52.1334  [Revoked] 

3.  Section  52.1334  Is  revoked. 

|FR  Doc  73-13037  PUed  6-29-73:8:45  am] 
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[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

CALIFORNIA  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans 

This  notice  of  proposed  rulemaking 
sets  forth  a  revised  transportation  con¬ 
trol  plan  for  the  Metropolitan  Los 
Angeles  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control 
Region  (hereinafter,  Los  Angeles  AQCR 
or  South  Coast  Air  Basin) . 

Background 

In  accordance  with  an  order  of  the 
U.S,  District  Court  for  the  Central  Dis¬ 
trict  of  California,  November  16,  1972,  a 
transportation  control  plan  for  the  Ix>s 
Angeles  AQCR  was  proposed  on  Janu¬ 
ary  15, 1973,  and  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  of  January  22, 1973,  with  minor 
corrections  on  February  7,  1973  (38  FR 
2194,  3526) .  Pursuant  to  the  notice  pub¬ 
lished  on  February  1,  1973  (38  FR  3085), 
public  hearings  were  held  at  nine  l(xja- 
tlons  throughout  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin,  over  a  three-week  period  from 
March  5  to  March  22,  1973.  240  witnesses 
testified  on  all  aspects  of  the  proposed 
plan  and  on  various  alternatives.  The 
complete  transcript  is  available  for  in¬ 
spection  at  the  Federal  Information 
Center,  300  North  Los  Angeles  Street, 
Room  1011,  Los  Angeles,  California 
90012;  the  U.S,  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Region  IX,  100  California  Street, 
San  Francisco,  California  94111,  and  the 
U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency, 
OfiSce  of  Public  Affairs,  Room  W311,  401 
M  Street.  S.W.,  Washington.  D.C.  20460. 

A  final  transportation  control  plan 
will  be  promulgated  for  the  Los  Angeles 
A<^R  on  August  15,  1973,  along  with 
plans  for  other  AQCRs  needing  federal 
promulgation.  This  revised  proposal  is 
being  set  forth  at  this  time  in  order  to 
soiicit  public  comment  on  the  current 
thinking  of  the  Agency. 

Summary 

Studies  available  to  the  Administrator 
at  present  indicate  that  a  reduction  on 
th''  order  of  90  percent  would  be  neces¬ 
sary  in  projected  1975  emissions  of  re¬ 
active  hydrocarbons  in  order  to  attain 
the  National  Primary  Ambient  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Standard  for  photochemical  oxidants 
in  the  Los  Angeles  A(^R.  Much  of  that 
reduction  wiil  take  place  due  to  control 
measures  submitted  by  the  State  and 
already  approved,  but  these  measures  are 
not  enough  to  meet  the  standards.  The 
Administrator  has  concluded  that  an 
extension  to  1977  of  the  deadline  for 
achieving  the  standards  imder  section 
110(e)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  is  justified 
because  the  necessary  technology  or 
other  alternatives  are  not  available  and 
will  not  be  available  soon  enough  to  per¬ 
mit  full  compliance.  In  reaching  this 
conclusion  the  Agency  has  considered 
and  applied  as  a  part  of  its  plan  rea¬ 
sonably  available  alternative  means  of 
attaining  the  primary  standard. 

The  plan  set  forth  herein  provides  for 
the  application  of  its  requirements  to 
all  emtsslcm  sources  other  than  motor 
vehicles  no  later  than  May  31,  1975,  as 


required  by  section  110(e)(2)(A),  and 
provides  for  reasonable  interim  measures 
of  control  for  motor  vehicles  prior  to 
1977. 

Most  of  this  plan  concerns  the  rea¬ 
sonable  and  apparently  available  means 
of  reducing  oxidants  (as  well  as  nitrogen 
dioxide) ,  including  requirements  for  bus 
and  carpool  lanes  on  freeways  and  maj(>r 
streets,  reductions  in  off-street  public 
parking,  limitations  on  the  construction 
of  additional  parking  facilities,  limita¬ 
tions  on  motorcycles,  mandatory  inspec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  of  light-duty  ve¬ 
hicles,  and  a  lid  on  further  increases  in 
gasoline  consumption.  These  will  be  re¬ 
quired  prior  to  1975  in  most  cases. 

Other  portions  of  the  plan  concern 
measures  which  appear  reasonable  but 
do  not,  at  present,  appear  to  have  been 
developed  to  the  point  of  application  in 
1975,  due  to  technical  problems  related 
to  retrofit  devices  such  as  catalytic  con¬ 
verters.  These  will  be  required  begin¬ 
ning  in  1976  with  full  implementation  by 
1977,  although  they  will  be  required  ear¬ 
lier  ff  they  become  available  earlier.  Even 
if  all  the  reasonable  measures  men¬ 
tioned  above  are  imp>osed,  it  is  quite  pos¬ 
sible,  indeed  probable,  that  the  national 
standard  for  photochemical  oxidants 
cannot  be  met  in  the  Los  Angeles  AQCR 
by  1977.  Achievement  of  the  nitrogen  di¬ 
oxide  standard  is  likewise  vmcertain.  Un¬ 
der  the  Clean  Air  Act  as  written,  the 
Agency  has  no  choice  but  to  include  in 
this  plan  a  measure  which  can  achieve 
the  standards  in  1977  even  if  it  appears 
impractical  and  unworkable.  Conse¬ 
quently,  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  limita¬ 
tions  of  whatever  degree  necessary  have 
been  included  for  1977.  (An  alternative 
to  diesel  fuel  reduction  would  have  been 
drastic  cuts  in  aircraft  flights  or  reloca¬ 
tion  of  stationary  sources.)  If  imple¬ 
mented,  this  would  achieve  the  stand¬ 
ards  for  both  photochemical  oxidants 
and  nitrogen  dioxide.  However,  the 
Agency  will  utilize  every  means  avail¬ 
able  to  avoid  the  need  to  impose  imprac¬ 
tical  measures  to  reach  that  goal  by 
1977,  It  should  be  noted  that  grounds  for 
a  one-year  extension  of  the  compliance 
date  for  certain  sources  imder  section 
110(f)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  may  arise, 
meaning  that  certain  requirements  of 
this  plan  may  not  be  imposed  until  May 
31,  1978. 

The  Need  for  Mass  Transit 

The  development  of  large-scale  mass 
transit  facilities  in  the  Los  Angeles  area 
is  essential  to  any  effort  to  reduce  auto¬ 
motive  pollution  through  restrictions  on 
vehicle  use.  The  planning,  acquisition, 
and  operation  of  a  mass  transit  system 
is,  and  should  remain,  a  local  responsi¬ 
bility.  However,  the  automobile  prob¬ 
lem  does  not  follow  the  boundaries  of 
counties  or  cities  in  the  South  Coast  Air 
Basin,  and  current  planning  and  operat¬ 
ing  agencies  for  mass  transit  do  not  ap¬ 
pear  to  have  sufficient  authority  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  adequate  regional  public  transit. 
Consequently,  the  Agency  strongly  en¬ 
dorses  the  concept  of  a  re^onwlde  trans¬ 
portation  planning  and  operation  au¬ 
thority. 


The  Agency  also  actively  encourages 
the  immediate  and  large-scale  purchase 
of  additional  public  transportation  fa¬ 
cilities,  most  specifically  Including  addi¬ 
tional  buses  and  an  increased  examina¬ 
tion  of  the  feasibility  of  rail  transit.  To 
create  conditions  conducive  to  rapid  bus 
transit,  several  of  the  measures  in  this 
plan  give  preferential  treatment  to  buses. 

The  Agency  also  encourages  close  ex¬ 
amination  of  such  measures  as  fare  re¬ 
ductions,  bicycle  lanes,  provision  of  jit¬ 
ney  service  and  more  minibuses,  fringe 
parking  lots  for  buses  and  carpools,  spe¬ 
cial  parking  privileges  for  carpools,  on¬ 
street  parking  prohibitions  for  non-resi¬ 
dents,  state  taxes  to  encourage  VMT  re¬ 
ductions  while  raising  revenue  to  bene¬ 
fit  mass  transit,  and  provision  of  bus 
tokens  in  place  of  free  parking  privi¬ 
leges. 

State  and  Local  Implementation  of 
Control  Measures 

In  order  to  preserve  the  scheme  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act  whereby  local  pollution 
problems  will  be  dealt  with  primarily  at 
the  local  level,  the  Agency  will  require 
State  and  local  governmental  entities  to 
take  actions  wherever  possible,  and  will 
not  involve  the  Federal  government  in 
the  administration  of  iocal  programs  and 
in  direct  enforcement  against  individual 
citizens.  Requirements  of  this  sort  are 
proposed  with  regard  to  bus/carpool 
lanes,  motorcycle  controls,  public  park¬ 
ing  facilities,  inspection/maintenance, 
and  gas  limitations.  Appropriate  govern¬ 
mental  entities  will  also  be  required  to 
submit  compliance  schedules  for  these 
programs  with  complete  details  on  their 
implementation . 

Testimony  both  for  and  against  con¬ 
trols  on  motorcycles  was  received,  in¬ 
cluding  commitments  from  motorcycle 
interests  to  bring  the  present  high  level 
of  emissions  down  to  the  vicinity  of 
those  achieved  by  automobiles.  Since 
neither  widespread  testing  methods  nor 
technology  appears  to  exist  at  present, 
it  is  proposed  that  the  worst  polluters — 
two-stroke  motorcycles — not  be  allowed 
to  operate  during  the  smog-prone  day¬ 
light  hours  in  the  summer  months  within 
the  Basin.  In  addition,  an  overall  lid  on 
the  increase  in  numbers  of  motorcycles 
is  proposed  to  prevent  counterproductive 
shifts  from  automobiles  to  motorcycles 
as  a  result  of  other  elements  of  the  con¬ 
trol  strategy.  The  Agency  will  evaluate 
the  feasibility  of  establishing  emission 
standards  for  new  motorcycles  and  will 
evaluate  the  availability  of  motorcycle 
emission  control  technology  for  meeting 
emission  standards  and  for  retrofit. 

Publicly  owned  off-street  parking 
facilities  will  be  required  to  reduce  their 
number  of  parking  spaces  in  an  effort 
to  reduce  the  high  number  of  low- 
occupancy  private  vehicles  entering  the 
Central  Business  Districts  and  other  con¬ 
gested  areas,  and  to  promote  voluntary 
carpooling  and  use  of  bus  transit.  Com¬ 
ment  is  invited  on  the  possibility  of  ex¬ 
tending  this  control  to  privately  owned 
parking  facilities,  either  by  outright  re¬ 
duction  in  spaces  or  by  imposing  regu¬ 
latory  fees. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL  38,  NO.  126— MONDAY,  JULY  2,  1973 


17681 


PROPOSED  RULES 


The  State  of  California  is  proceeding 
with  an  insF>ection  system,  which  will 
result  in  emission  reductions.  The  pro¬ 
posal  herein  will  require  that  such  sys¬ 
tem  be  expanded  to  require  mandatory 
annual  inspection  of  all  vehicles. 

Catalj'tic  converters  would  be  required 
in  1976-77  for  many  pre-1975  vehicles. 
It  cannot  be  concluded  at  present  that 
the  technology  for  retrofit  converters  has 
developed  to  the  point  that  they  could 
be  installed  effectively  as  “retrofit”  de¬ 
vices  in  1975.  However,  the  Agency  \\ill 
monitor  the  status  of  development  of  this 
technologj-  and  accelerate  the  dates  if 
feasible. 

If  the  State  submits  adequate  control 
measures  in  any  of  these  areas,  or  sub¬ 
stitute  control  measures  which  will 
achieve  comparable  reductions  in  pollu¬ 
tion,  then  the  Administrator  can  approve 
the  State’s  measures  rather  than  pro¬ 
mulgate  his  own.  However,  the  require¬ 
ments  to  submit  adequate  compliance 
schedules  and  take  other  action  will  be 
enforced  on  a  timely  basis  if  the  Agency’s 
measures  are  promulgated.  Therefore,  it 
Is  suggested  that  planning  to  comply  with 
these  measxires  not  be  delayed  in  hopes 
of  approval  of  substitute  measures. 

Revised  Control  Strategy — 
Mobile  Sources 

Substantial  testimony  at  the  public 
hearings  supported  the  concept  of  con¬ 
verting  lanes  on  existing  freeways  and 
streets  to  bus  or  bus/carpool  lanes.  The 
measures  proposed  herein  will  require 
conversion  of  some  lanes  on  all  major 
streets  and  highw'ays,  and  it  is  expected 
that  a  widespread  network  of  bus/car- 
pool  lanes  will  provide  substantial  in¬ 
centives  to  the  use  of  buses  and  carpools 
while  making  private  vehicle  travel  by 
single  drivers  relatively  less  attractive. 
Planning  for  specific  lanes  is  expected 
to  take  place  at  the  local  level,  under 
the  overall  requirements  herein.  Excep¬ 
tions  to  or  modifications  of  the  broad 
requirements  will  be  approved  when 
specifically  justified.  Since  it  will  take 
some  time  before  sufficient  buses  are 
available  to  carry  the  passengers  cur¬ 
rently  using  these  lanes  in  private  cars, 
these  proposed  regulations  w’ould  permit 
the  use  of  the  lanes  by  carpools  with 
three  or  more  persons  In  the  vehicle. 
The  Department  of  Transportation  rec¬ 
ommended  total  conversion  of  all  free¬ 
ways  and  major  arterial  streets  to  the 
exclusive  use  of  buses  and  carpools  dur¬ 
ing  rush  hours,  but  it  Ls  believed  that  such 
a  measure  implemented  in  a  short  time 
frame  would  not  provide  sufficient  trans¬ 
portation  for  the  area,  considering  the 
number  of  persons  who  must  travel  to 
work  and  the  large  variety  of  trip  origins 
and  destinations. 

Another  provision  would  limit  further 
construction  of  new  parking  areas  in  the 
Ba.sin. 

The  Agency’s  earlier  proposal  for  gaso¬ 
line  rationing  was  required  to  meet  the 
court  order.  A  system  of  rationing  in  the 
ordinary  sense  is  not  being  proposed  at 
this  time.  Instead,  it  is  proposed  that  the 
continuing  growth  in  vehicle  miles  trav¬ 
eled  within  the  Basin  be  stopped  by  limit¬ 


ing  the  continued  growth  in  gasoline 
consumption.  Gasoline  consumption  has 
been  increasing  approximately  4.5  per¬ 
cent  per  year.  It  is  proposed  that  distrib¬ 
utors  not  be  pennited  to  deliver  to  retail 
outlets  any  more  gasoline  than  was  dis¬ 
tributed  during  the  “base  year”  of  July 
1972-Jime  1973.  No  requirements  will  be 
placed  on  Individual  motorists,  unless  the 
State  of  California  chooses  to  do  so.  The 
Impact  of  this  limitation  will  be  much 
less  severe  and  far  more  easily  adminis¬ 
tered  than  a  rationing  system  of  great 
magnitude  as  was  earlier  proposed.  In 
fact,  the  limitations  on  vehicle  miles 
traveled  which  are  expected  to  result 
from  the  conversion  of  existing  lanes  to 
bus  carpool  lanes,  as  well  as  the  reduc¬ 
tions  in  publicly  owned  parking  spaces, 
expansion  of  service  of  bus  companies, 
and  various  local  efforts  to  shift  to  less- 
polluting  transportation,  may  very  well 
reduce  the  demand  for  gasoline  consump¬ 
tion  sufficiently  that  the  ceiling  on  in¬ 
crease  in  consumption  will  have  a  rela¬ 
tively  light  impact.  This  approach  of 
combining  a  number  of  measures  rather 
than  relying  on  a  single  meaisure  was 
supported  by  numerous  witnesses  at  the 
public  hearings. 

Regulations  for  gaseous  fuel  conversion 
are  not  being  reproposed  at  this  time  due 
to  the  limited  supply  of  gaseous  fuels  and 
the  likelihood  that  the  fleets  to  which 
the  regulation  would  be  applicable  will 
continue  to  acquire  the  newer,  cleaner 
gasoline-powered  vehicles.  Evaporative 
controls  are  not  being  reproposed  due  to 
the  lack  of  demonstrated  technology  and 
the  low  likelihood  of  its  development. 

Control  Strategy — Stationary  Sources 

In  many  instances,  the  controls  on  sta¬ 
tionary  sources  in  the  South  Coast  Basin 
are  among  the  most  stringent  in  the 
country.  It  should  be  noted,  however, 
that  stationary  source  pollution  could 
threaten  the  attainment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  national  standards  even 
if  automotive  pollution  were  totally 
eliminated.  Thus,  serious  consideration 
should  be  given  to  the  exercise  of  land- 
use  controls  to  control  the  growth  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources,  as  well  as  to  developing 
more  stringent  emission  controls.  The 
Agency  is  conducting  an  emission  inven¬ 
tory  of  stationary  sources  and  examin¬ 
ing  the  question  of  reactivity  of  hydro¬ 
carbons,  which  may  substantially  change 
the  emission  numbers  for  stationary 
sources. 

The  Agency  is  considering  modifica¬ 
tions  to  the  regulations  proposed  in 
January  on  vapor  collection  and  disposal 
systems.  The  modifications  would  limit 
coverage  to  gasoline  rather  than  other 
organic  solvents,  raise  the  degree  of  con¬ 
trol  necessary,  and  require  control  earlier 
for  large  tanks.  Consideration  is  also 
being  given  to  requiring  use  of  water- 
based  solvents  and  solid  coatings  for 
surface  coating  and  to  requiring  use  of 
non-photochemically-reactive  solvents, 
rather  than  merely  encouraging  such 
use.  EPA-industry  studies  underway  at 
present  are  expected  to  result  in  further 
considerable  reactive  hydrocarbon  and 
organic  emission  reductions.  Although 


proposed  regulations  for  control  of  dry- 
cleaning  solvent  evaporation,  gasoline 
storage  and  transfer,  degreasing  opera¬ 
tions,  and  organic  solvent  usage  are  not 
printed  In  this  notice,  regulations  pro¬ 
posed  for  other  states  today  indicate  the 
kinds  of  measures  being  considered  and 
It  Is  anticipated  that  regulations  of  this 
sort  will  be  promulgated  for  the  South 
Coast  Basin.  (See  table  on  Compilation 
of  Control  Strategy  Effects) 

roMPii.ATiON  ot  Control  Strategy  Effects 
(tons/day  reactive  hydrocarbons) 

1977 

1977  Kiiiis- 

1977  Emis-  sion.<! 
1970  Emis-  sions  •  With  100% 
Emis-  sions  i  With  EPA  Gasoline 
sions  With-  Plan  (30%  and  (KTi 
out  VMT  Re-  Plesel 
KPA  duction)  Fuel  Ke- 
Plan  duction 


LT)V  Exhaust..  788  319  148  0 

LDV  Evap. 

Crankcase....  396  llS  83  0 

ni>V  Exhaust..  68  48  34  0 

HPV  Evap. 

Crankcase....  18  8  6  0 

Qa.sollne 

MarketinR....  137  151  14  0 

HDV  Diesel 

Exhaust . .  26  24  24  9 

Motorcycles; 

2-.Stroke _  20  33  0  0 

4-.9troke _  7  12  9  0 

Aircraft .  38  25  25  25 

Ships, 

Railroads _  5  6  6  6 

Stationary .  118  104  72  72 


1601  848  419'  112  < 


<  Includes  wowth  In  sources  from  1970.  Emission  re¬ 
ductions  are  due  to  federal/state  controls  on  new  vehicles, 
new  aircraft,  state  V8AD  and  PCV  retrofit  on  existing 
vehicles,  and  state  controls  on  stationary  sources. 

>  Includes  all  measures  in  this  proposal  except  an 
impractical  degree  of  gasoline  and  diesel  fuel  reduction, 
a  relocation  of  stationery  sources,  or  a  drastic  cut  in 
aircraft  flights. 

>419  tons/day  are  expected  to  prevent  the  worst  oxidant 
readings  from  exceeding  .20  to  .25  ppm,  and  to  reduce 
the  number  of  hours  with  readings  above  .08  ppm  by 
75%  to  90%. 

•112  U)n.s/day  are  allowable  to  achieve  the  ambient 
air  (juality  standard  for  photochemiciU  oxidants  of  .08 
ppm. 

Submittal  of  Written  Comments 

Interested  persons  may  participate  In 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments,  preferably  In  triplicate,  to 
the  Regional  Administrator,  EPA,  100 
California  Street,  San  Francisco  CA 
94111.  All  relevant  comments  received 
before  July  10,  1973,  will  be  considered. 
Receipt  of  comments  will  be  acknowl¬ 
edged,  but  substantive  responses  to  in¬ 
dividual  comments  will  not  be  provided. 
Comments  received  will  be  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  regional  office. 
The  final  promulgation  of  regulations 
for  the  Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Intra¬ 
state  Air  Quality  Control  Region  will 
take  place  on  August  15, 1973.  This  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  is  issued  under 
the  authority  of  section  110(c)  and  sec¬ 
tion  301(a)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42 
U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.). 

Dated:  June 22, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Pri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I,  title  40,  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  by  adding  the  following : 
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Subpart  F — California 

1.  Subpart  P  Is  amended  by  adding 
the  following  sections: 

§  52.241  Gasoline  liniilations. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  The  term  “base  year”  means  the 
consecutive  twelve  month  period  com¬ 
mencing  on  July  1,  1972,  and  ending 
June  30. 1973. 

(2)  The  term  “distributor”  means  any 
corporation,  partnership,  or  sole  pro¬ 
prietorship  which  transports  or  stores 
or  causes  the  transportation  or  storage 
of  gasoline  between  any  refinery  and 
any  retail  outlet. 

(3)  The  term  “retail  outlet”  means 
any  establishment  at  which  gasoline  Is 
sold  or  offered  for  sale  to  the  public,  or 
introduced  into  any  vehicle. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metroiiolitan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate 
AQCR  (hereinafter  the  “AQCR”),  to  all 
distributors  of  gasoline  to  any  retail  out¬ 
let  in  this  area  and  to  the  owners  of  all 
retail  outlets  in  this  area. 

(c) (1)  Beginning  July  1,  1974,  the 
State  of  California  shall  Implement  reg¬ 
ulations  limiting  the  total  gallonage 
delivered  to  retail  outlets  in  the  AQCR 
to  the  amoimt  delivered  to  such  outlets 
during  the  base  year. 

(2)  Beginning  May  31,  1977,  the  State 
of  California  shall  implement  regulations 
limiting  the  total  gallonage  of  gasoline 
and  diesel  fuel  delivered  to  retail  outlets 
to  that  amount  which,  when  combusted, 
will  not  result  in  the  ambient  air  quality 
standard  being  exceeded.  The  State  shall 
by  January  1,  1977,  submit  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  regulations  to  accomplish 
this  limitation  and  specifying  the  amount 
of  limitation  necessary. 

(d)  In  order  for  the  State  to  determine 
the  amount  of  gasoline  delivered  during 
the  base  year  and  years  during  which 
control  is  in  effect,  all  distributors  to 
which  this  section  applies  shall  provide 
the  State  with  a  detailed  accoimting  of 
the  amount  of  gasoline  delivered  to  each 
retail  outlet  in  the  AQCR  during  the 
base  year  and  years  during  which  con¬ 
trol  is  in  effect.  For  each  year  during 
which  control  is  in  effect,  the  owner  of 
each  retail  outlet  to  which  this  section 
applies  shall  provide  the  State  with  a 
detailed  accounting  of  gasoline  received 
from  each  distributor,  the  total  amoimt 
of  gasoline  sold  during  the  year,  and  the 
amount  of  gasoline  on  hand  at  the  be¬ 
ginning  and  end  of  the  year.  The  State 
may  require  any  other  reports  as  it  may 
deem  necessary  for  the  implementation 
of  this  section. 

(e)  The  State  of  California  shall  sub¬ 
mit  no  later  than  October  1,  1973,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce 
the  limitation  program  specified  in 
paragraphs  (c)(1)  and  (d)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion.  including  the  text  of  needed  statu¬ 
tory  proposals  and  needed  regulations 
which  it  will  propose  for  adoption.  Each 
schedule  shall  also  include  the  following : 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  State  shall 
adopt  procedures  to  ensure  that  no  more 
than  the  amount  of  gasoline  specified  in 
paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section  is  de¬ 


livered  to  retail  outlets  in  the  AQCR. 
Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than 
March  30, 1974. 

(2)  A  date  by  which  any  report  neces¬ 
sary  for  establishing  such  procedures 
will  be  furnished  to  the  State  by  the 
distributors.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  January  1, 1974. 

(3)  An  agency  responsible  for  imple¬ 
mentation  and  monitoring  of  this 
program. 

(f)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  With  regard  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  a  State  will  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  this  section  if  it  fails  to  timely  submit 
any  required  compliance  schedule,  or  if 
the  compliance  schedule  when  submitted 
does  not  contain  in  satisfactory  form 
each  of  the  elements  it  is  required  to 
contain. 

• 

§  52.242  Inspection  and  maintenance 
program. 

(a)  Definitions: 

( 1 )  “Inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram” — a  program  to  reduce  emissions 
from  in-use  vehicles  through  identifying 
vehicles  which  need  emission  control- 
related  maintenance  and  requiring  that 
maintenance  be  performed. 

(2)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part 
51,  Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  with 
the  meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

(c)  The  State  of  California  shall  es¬ 
tablish  an  inspection  and  maintenance 
program  applicable  to  all  light  duty  ve¬ 
hicles  which  operate  on  streets  or  high¬ 
ways  over  which  it  has  ownership  or 
control.  No  later  than  March  1,  1974, 
the  State  shall  submit  legally  adopted 
regulations  to  EPA  establishing  such  a 
program.  The  regulations  shall  include: 

(1)  Provisions  for  inspection  of  aJl 
motor  vehicles  at  periodic  intervals  no 
more  than  one  year  apart  by  means  of 
a  loaded  test. 

(2)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  emissions 
reductions  claimed  in  the  plan  for  the 
strategy.  These  criteria  shall  include 
failure  of  50  percent  of  the  vehicles  in 
the  first  inspection  cycle. 

(3)  Provisions  to  ensure  that  failed 
vehicles  receive  the  maintenance  neces¬ 
sary  to  achieve  compliance  with  the  in¬ 
spection  standards.  This  shall  include 
sanctions  against  individual  owners  and 
repair  facilities,  retest  of  failed  vehicles 
following  maintenance,  a  certification 
program  to  insure  that  repair  facilities 
performing  the  required  maintenance 
have  the  necessary  equipment,  parts  and 
knowledge  to  perform  the  tasks  satis¬ 
factorily,  and  such  other  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

(4)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  in¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to 


the  inspection  and/or  maintenance  in 
such  a  way  as  would  cause  them  to  no 
longer  comply  with  the  inspection  stand¬ 
ards.  This  might  include  spot  checks  of 
idle  adjustments  and/or  a  suitable  type 
of  physical  tagging. 

(5)  Designation  of  an  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  conducting 
overseeing,  and  enforcing  the  inspec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  program. 

(d)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  State 
shall  not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on 
its  streets  or  highways  any  light  duty 
vehicle  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures 
adopted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  no  owner 
of  a  light  duty  vehicle  shall  operate  or 
allow  the  operation  of  such  vehicle 
which  does  not  comply  with  the  appli¬ 
cable  standards  and  procedures  adopted 
pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

(f)  The  State  of  California  shall  sub¬ 
mit  no  later  than  October  1,  1973,  a 
detailed  compliance  schedule  showing 
the  steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and 
enforce  an  Inspection  and  maintenance 
program  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section,  including  the  text  of  needed 
statutory  proposals  and  needed  regifia- 
tions  which  it  will  projjose  for  adoption. 

(1)  The  compliance  schedule  shall 
also  include: 

(i)  The  date  by  which  the  State  will 
recommend  needed  legislation  to  the 
State  legislature. 

(it)  The  date  by  which  necessary 
equipment  wiU  be  ordered. 

(iii)  A  signed  statement  from  the 
Governor  or  his  designee  identifying  the 
sources  and  amounts  of  funds  for  the 
program.  If  funds  cannot  legally  be 
obligated  under  existing  statutory  au¬ 
thority,  the  text  of  needed  legislation 
will  be  submitted. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  im¬ 
plementation  plan  and  subject  to  en¬ 
forcement  under  section  113  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  With  regard  to  compliance 
schedules,  the  State  will  be  considered 
to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  section  if  it  fails  to 
timely  submit  any  required  compliance 
schedule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule 
when  submitted  does  not  contain  in 
satisfactory  form  each  of  the  elements 
it  is  required  to  contain. 

§  52.243  Biis/carpool  lanes. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Carpool” — a  vehicle  containing 
three  or  more  persons. 

(2)  “Bus/carpool  lane” — a  lane  on  a 
street  or  highway  open  only  to  buses  (or 
buses  and  carpools) ,  whether  constructed 
specially  for  that  piupose  or  converted 
from  existing  lanes. 

(3)  “Major  street  or  highway” — any 
street  or  highway  which  meets  the  cri¬ 
teria  given  in  paragraph  (b)  (4)  (ii)  and 
(iii)  of  this  section. 

(b)  The  following  constitutes  the  first 
stage  of  the  bus/carpool  control  strategy 
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for  the  Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Iirtra- 
state  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

(1)  Each  incorporated  city  within  the 
Metror>olitan  Los  Angeles  Air  Quality 
Control  Region  shall  establish  bus 'car- 
I'ool  lanes  on  the  major  streets  and  hlgh- 
vays  (as  defined  herein)  over  which  It 
has  ownership  or  control,  according  to 
the  schedule  in  paragraph  (b)  (4)  (v)  of 
this  section. 

(2)  Each  countv  within  the  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Los  Angeles  Air  Quality  Control  Re¬ 
gion  shall  establish  bus  'carpool  lanes  on 
the  major  streets  and  highways  (as  de¬ 
fined  herein)  within  the  Region  over 
which  it  has  ownership  or  control,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  schedule  in  paragraph  (b) 
(4><v)  of  this  section. 

(3)  The  State  of  California  shall  es¬ 
tablish  bus/carpool  lanes  on  the  major 
streets  and  highways  (as  defined  herein) 
within  the  Region  over  which  It  has  own¬ 
ership  or  control,  according  to  the  sched¬ 
ule  in  paragraph  (b)(4)(v)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

(4)  Each  of  the  governmental  entities 
named  In  the  previous  three  subpara¬ 
graphs  shall  submit,  no  later  than  Oc¬ 
tober  1,  1973,  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steps  which  it  will 
take  to  establish  these  bus/carpool  lanes 
and  to  enforce  the  limitations  on  their 
use.  with  each  schedule  to  include  the 
following: 

(i)  Each  street  and  highway  which  will 
have  bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  identified 
with  a  schedule  for  the  establishment 
of  the  lanes. 

(ii)  If  a  street  or  highway  has  four  or 
more  traffic  lanes  in  one  direction,  at 
least  one  of  these  lanes  must  be  open  only 
to  buses  or  buses  and  carpools)  at  all 
times.  If  only  one  lane  is  open  to  buses 
(or  buses  and  carpools)  at  all  times,  a 
second  lane  must  be  open  only  to  buses 
(or  buses  and  carpools)  from  6:30  am. 
to  9:30  a.m.  and  from  3:30  p.m.  to  6:30 
pm. 

(iii)  If  a  street  or  highway  has  three 
traffic  lanes  in  one  direction,  at  least 
one  of  these  lanes  must  be  open  only  to 
buses  (or  buses  and  carpools)  from  6:30 
a  m.  to  9:30  a  m.  and  from  3:30  p.m.  to 
6:30  p.m. 

(iv)  In  unusual  situations,  a  street  or 
highway,  or  lane  or  segment  thereof,  may 
be  exempt  from  these  requirements  If  an 
approval  of  the  exemption  is  obtained 
from  the  Administrator.  The  application 
for  exemption  shall  not  be  submitted  and 
will  not  be  accepted  after  September  1, 
1973,  Special  circumstances  Justifying  the 
need  for  an  exemption  or  modification 
(such  as  Inappropriateness  of  use  by 
buses  or  desire  to  allow  bus/carpool  lanes 
to  be  entered  briefly  by  other  vehicles 
for  the  purpose  of  crossing  a  lane  or  mak¬ 
ing  a  right  turn)  must  be  given  in  detail 
with  the  application. 

(V)  Bus  'carpool  lanes  must  be  promi¬ 
nently  indicated  by  overhead  signs  at 
least  once  every  mile,  and  at  each  inter¬ 
section  or  entry  ramp.  Twenty-five  per¬ 
cent  of  the  lane  mileage  for  each  of  the 
governmental  entitles  must  be  estab¬ 
lished  and  needed  signs  must  be  Installed 
by  March  1, 1974;  fifty  percent  by  June  1, 
1974;  seventy-five  percent  by  Septem¬ 


ber  1,  1974;  one  hundred  percent  by  De¬ 
cember  1, 1974. 

(vi)  Bus/carpool  lanes  must  be  promi¬ 
nently  indicated  by  distinctive  painted 
lines,  pylons,  or  physical  barrier. 

(vii)  A  signed  statement  by  the  chief 
executive  officer  of  each  governmental 
entity  or  his  designee  will  identify  the 
sources  and  amounts  of  funds  for  all 
projects. 

(5)  Buses  shall  have  the  right  of  way 
whenever  changing  lanes  on  streets  and 
highways  with  bus  lanes.  This  shall  take 
effect  as  each  lane  is  established  and 
identified. 

(6)  Buses  shall  be  permitted  to  make 
left  turns  wrhether  or  not  the  intersec¬ 
tion  is  posted  for  “No  Left  Turn”  (except 
when  a  one-way  street  would  be  entered 
from  the  wrong  direction).  This  shall 
take  effect  January  1,  1974. 

(7)  None  of  the  governmental  entitles 
named  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section 
shall  convert  existing  on-street  parking 
sjjaces  to  use  as  motor  vehicle  traffic 
lanes  unless  the  effect  will  be  to  increase 
the  number  of  bus/carpool  lanes  on  the 
affected  street  beyond  the  number  other- 
wl.se  required  by  paragraph  (b)  of  this 
section. 

(c)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  falling  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  With  regard  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  a  governmental  entity  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  section  if  It  falls  to 
timely  submit  any  required  compliance 
schedule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule 
when  submitted  does  not  contain  in 
satisfactory  form  each  of  the  elements 
it  is  required  to  contain. 

§  52.244  MunagenionI  of  parking  sup¬ 
ply. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Construction”  means  fabrication, 
erection,  or  installatlcm  of  a  parking  fa¬ 
cility,  or  any  conversion  of  land  to  use 
as  a  facility. 

(2)  “Modification”  means  any  change 
to  a  parking  facility  which  increases  the 
motor  vehicle  capacity  of  such  facility. 

(3)  “Enlargement”  means  any  physi¬ 
cal  change  or  addition  to  a  parking  facil¬ 
ity  which  increases  the  motor  vehicle 
capacity  of  such  facility. 

(4)  “Commenced”  means  the  date  on 
which  an  owner  or  operator,  and  a  con¬ 
tractor  to  or  affiliate  of  such  owmer  or 
operator,  enter  into  a  binding  agreement 
or  contractual  obligation  to  undertake 
and  complete,  within  a  reasonable  time, 
a  continuous  program  of  construction, 
modification  or  enlargement. 

(5)  “Parking  facility”  (also  called 
“facility”)  means  any  facility,  building, 
structure,  or  lot  or  portion  thereof  used 
primarily  for  temporary  storage  of  motor 
vehicles. 

(b)  This  regulation  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Air  Quality 
Control  Region. 

(c)  No  person,  after  the  date  of  tills 
regulation,  shall  commence  construction 


of  any  new  parking  facility  or  modify 
or  enlarge  any  existing  parking  facility 
until  he  has  first  received  from  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  from  an  agency  approved 
by  the  Administrator  a  permit  stating 
that  construction,  modification  or  en¬ 
largement  of  such  facility  will  not  inter¬ 
fere  with  the  attainment  or  maintenance 
of  applicable  Federal  Air  Quality  Stand¬ 
ards. 

(d)  In  order  for  any  agency  to  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  for  purposes 
of  issuing  permits  for  construction  of 
any  new  parking  facility  or  any  modifi¬ 
cation  or  enlargement  of  any  existing 
parking  facility  such  agency  shall  dem¬ 
onstrate  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Administrator  that: 

(1)  Requirements  for  permit  applica¬ 
tions  and  issuance  have  been  established. 
Such  requirements  shall  include  but  not 
be  limited  to  a  requirement  that  before 
a  permit  may  be  issued,  the  following 
findings  of  fact  or  factually  supported 
projections  must  be  made: 

(1)  The  location  of  the  proposed 
facility. 

(ii)  The  total  motor  vehicle  capacity 
of  the  proposed  facility. 

(ill)  The  normal  hours  of  operation  of 
the  proposed  facility  and  the  enterprises 
and  activities  which  it  serves. 

(iv)  The  number  of  people  using  or 
engaging  in  any  enterprises  or  activities 
which  the  proposed  facility  will  serve. 

(V)  The  niunber  of  motor  vehicles 
using  the  proposed  facility  on  an  average 
hourly  basis  and  a  peak  hour  basis. 

(vi)  A  projection  of  the  geographic 
areas  in  the  community  from  which 
people  and  motor  vehicles  will  be  drawn 
to  the  proposed  facility.  Such  projections 
shall  include  data  concerning  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  public  transit  from  such  areas. 

(2)  Criteria  for  issuance  of  permits 
have  been  established  and  published. 
Such  criteria  shall  include  but  not  be 
limited  to: 

(1)  Full  consideration  of  all  facts  con¬ 
tained  in  the  application. 

(ii)  Provisions  that  no  permit  shall  be 
issued  if  such  permit  will  result  in  the  in¬ 
crease  of  VMT  within  any  area  the  air 
quality  of  which  falls  to  meet  applicable 
Federal  air  quality  standards. 

( 3 )  Agency  procedures  provide  that  no 
permit  for  the  construction,  enlargement 
or  modification  of  a  facility  covered  by 
this  section  shall  be  issued  without  notice 
and  oportunity  for  public  hearing.  The 
public  hearing  may  be  of  the  legislative 
type;  the  notice  shall  conform  to  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  40  CFR  51.4(b);  and  the 
agency  rules  of  procedure  may  provide 
that  if  no  notice  of  intent  to  ixirticipate 
in  the  hearing  is  received  from  any  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  public  (other  than  the  ap¬ 
plicant)  prior  to  seven  days  before  the 
scheduled  hearing  date,  no  hearing  need 
be  held.  Such  a  requirement,  if  imposed, 
shall  be  noted  prominently  in  the  re¬ 
quired  notice  of  hearing. 

§  52.245  IJmitalion  of  piililir  parking. 

(a)  Definltlmis: 

(1)  The  term  “off-street  parking 
facility”  means  any  land  or  building  or 
portion  of  a  building  set  aside  for  the 
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purpose  of  storing  a  maximum  capacity 
of  ten  or  more  motor  vehicles  on  a  tem¬ 
porary  basis. 

(b)  Off-street  parking  facilities: 

(1)  Each  governmental  entity  or  pub¬ 
lic  agency  owning  or  operating  an  off- 
street  parking  facility  located  within  ttie 
Metropolitan  Los  Amgeles  Air  Quality 
Control  Region  shall,  by  October  1,  1973, 
report  to  the  Administrator  the  number 
of  motor  vehicle  parking  spaces  in  each 
such  facility  imder  its  ownership  or 
control. 

(2)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of 
any  off-street  parking  facility  located 
within  the  area  specified  in  paragraph 

(b)(1)  of  this  section  shall  reduce  the 
number  of  motor  vehicle  parking  spaces 
In  each  such  facility  from  the  number  in 
existence  as  of  October  1,  1973,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  following  schedule: 

By  January  31,  1974 — a  reduction  of  5% 

By  July  31,  1974 — a  reduction  of  10% 

By  December  31,  1974 — a  reduction  of  15% 

By  April  30, 1975— a  reduction  of  20% 

(3)  Each  such  owner  or  operator  of  an 
off-street  parking  facility  subject  to  the 
requirements  of  paragraph  (b)  (2)  of  this 
section  shall  submit  to  the  Administra¬ 
tor,  no  later  than  October  31,  1973,  a  de¬ 
tailed  compliance  schedule  showing  the 
steps  it  will  take  to  achieve  the  required 
reduction  in  motor  vehicle  parking 
spaces.  Such  schedule  shall  provide  for 
the  marking  in  smne  manner  obvious  to 
the  public  (such  as  painting  over,  roping 
off,  or  the  like)  of  the  spaces  eliminated 
pursuant  to  this  regulation  on  which 
parking  is  not  permitted. 

(c)  Failure  to  submit  a  compliance 
schedule  as  required  by  this  regulation 
shall  render  the  person  so  falling  in 
violation  of  a  requirement  of  an  appli¬ 
cable  implementation  plan  and  subject  to 
enforcement  action  under  section  113  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act.  Any  owner  or  operator 
of  a  parking  facility  who  allows  any 
motor  vehicle  to  be  parked  on  any  park¬ 
ing  space  which  has  been  eliminated 
pursuant  to  this  regulation,  or  who  fails 
to  mark  clearly  those  spaces  which  have 
been  eliminated,  shall  likewise  be  in 
violation  and  subject  to  enforcement. 

§  52.246  Motorryrie  liniitalioii  program. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Motorcycle” — any  self-propelled 
two  or  three  wheeled  motor  vehicle 
capable  of  canylng  one  or  more  persons. 

(2)  “Pour  stroke  engine” — an  in¬ 
ternal  combustion  engine  which  requires 
four  strokes  of  the  engine’s  pistons  for 
a  complete  cycle  of  operation. 

(3)  “Two  stroke  engine” — an  inter¬ 
nal  combustion  engine  which  requires 
two  strokes  of  the  engine’s  pistons  for  a 
complete  cycle  of  operation. 

(4)  “Registration” — the  action  of  a 
State  allowing  a  vehicle  to  be  operated 
on  the  streets  and  highways  in  that 
State  during  a  defined  period  of  time. 

(5)  “Registration  period” — that  pe¬ 
riod  of  time  for  which  a  vehicle  is  al¬ 
lowed  to  be  used  within  the  State. 

(b)  ’This  section  is  applicable  in  the 
Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 


(c)  As  of  January  1,  1974,  or  any  reg¬ 
istration  period  which  commences  dur¬ 
ing  the  calendar  year  1974,  the  State  of 
California  shall  not  register  in  the 
Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  more  motor¬ 
cycles  than  the  total  number  registered 
in  1973. 

(d)  As  of  May  1,  1974,  the  State  of 
California  shall  prohibit  the  operation 
of  two  stroke  motorcycles  in  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Control  Region  between  6:00  a.m. 
and  8:00  p.m.  during  the  months  of  May, 
June,  July,  August,  September,  and 
October. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1974,  no  person 
shall  operate  any  motorcycle  on  the 
streets  and  highways  of  the  State  within 
the  Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate 
AQCni  which  is  not  validly  registered  by 
the  State  of  California  or  by  another 
State. 

(f)  No  later  than  October  1,  1973,  the 
State  shall  submit  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  steps  it  will  take  to 
implement  and  enforce  these  require¬ 
ments,  including  the  text  of  needed  stat¬ 
utory  proposals  and  needed  regulations 
which  it  will  propose  for  adoption.  Each 
schedule  shall  also  Include  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

(1)  A  date  by  which  the  State  will 
adopt  procedures  necessary  to  limit  the 
number  of  motorcycles  registered  as  re¬ 
quired  above,  to  restrict  the  operation 
of  two-stroke  motorcycles  as  required 
above  and  to  require  the  registration  of 
all  motorcycles  operated  as  required 
above. 

(2)  Proposed  procedures  to  ensime 
that  no  motorcycle  will  be  registered  by 
the  State  in  a  county  other  than  that 
of  the  owner’s  legal  residence. 

(3)  A  date  by  which  such  procedures 
will  go  into  effect.  Such  date  shall  be  no 
later  than  January  1, 1974. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  im¬ 
plementation  plan  and  subject  to  en¬ 
forcement  imder  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  With  regard  to  compli¬ 
ance  schedules,  the  State  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  this  section  if  it 
fails  to  timely  submit  any  required  com¬ 
pliance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain  ih  satisfactory  form  each  of  the 
elements  it  is  required  to  contain. 

§  52.248  Oxidizing  ruIalvKt  rotrofil. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Oxidizing  catalyst”  means  a  de¬ 
vice  installed  in  the  exhaust  system  of 
the  vehicle  that  utilizes  a  catalyst  and, 
if  necessary,  an  air  piunp  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  of  hydrocarbons  and  carbon 
monoxide  from  that  vehicle. 

(2)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51, 
Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  with  the 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  Is  applicable  In  the 
Metropolitan  Los  Angeles  Intrastate 
Air  Quality  Control  Region. 


(d)  The  State  of  California  shall  es¬ 
tablish  a  retrofit  program  to  ensure  that 
on  or  before  May  1, 1977,  certain  gasoline 
r>owered  light  duty  vehicles  of  model 
years  1966  through  1974  subject  imder 
presently  existing  legal  requirements  to 
registratiMi  in  the  area  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section  above  are 
equipped  with  an  appropriate  oxidizing 
catalyst  retrofit  device.  No  later  than 
March  1,  1974,  the  State  shall  submit  le¬ 
gally  adopted  regulations  to  EPA  estab¬ 
lishing  such  a  program.  ’The  regulations 
shall  Include: 

(1)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  evaluating  and  approving  such 
devices  for  use  on  vehicles  subject  to 
this  section. 

(2)  Designation  of  an  agency  respon¬ 
sible  for  Insuring  that  the  provisions  of 
paragraph  (d)  (3)  of  this  section  are  en¬ 
forced. 

(3)  A  provision  that  starting  no  later 
than  May  31,  1976,  the  State  of  Califor¬ 
nia  shall  require  those  light-duty  ve¬ 
hicles  of  1974  model  year  and  earlier, 
which  are  able  to  operate  on  91  RON 
gasoline,  to  be  retrofitted  with  an  oxidiz¬ 
ing  catalytic  converter. 

(4)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  installing  the 
retrofits  have  the  training  and  ability 
to  perform  the  needed  tasks  satisfacto¬ 
rily  and  will  have  an  adequate  supply  of 
retrofit  components. 

(d)  After  May  1,  1977,  the  State  shall 
not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on  its 
streets  or  highways  any  light  duty  ve¬ 
hicle  which  does  not  comply  with  the  ap¬ 
plicable  standards  and  procedures 
adopted  pursuant  to  paragraph  (c)  of 
this  section. 

(e)  After  May  1,  1977,  no  owner  of  a 
vehicle  subject  to  this  section  shall  op¬ 
erate  or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such 
vehicle  which  does  not  comply  with  the 
applicable  standards  and  procedures  im¬ 
plementing  this  section. 

(f)  The  State  of  California  shall  sub¬ 
mit,  no  later  than  October  1,  1973,  a  de¬ 
tailed  compliance  schedule  showing  the 
steps  it  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce 
a  retrofit  program  pursuant  to  para¬ 
graph  (c)  of  this  section.  Including  the 
text  of  needed  statutory  proposals  and 
needed  regulations  which  it  will  propose 
for  adoption.  ’The  compliance  schedule 
shall  also  include  a  date  by  which  the 
State  shall  evaluate  and  approve  devices 
for  use  in  this  program.  Such  date  shall 
be  no  later  than  September  30,  1975. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  imder  section  113  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  A  State  will  be  considered  to 
have  failed  to  comply  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  regulation  if  it  fails  to 
timely  submit  the  required  compliance 
schedule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule 
when  submitted  does  not  contain  in  sat¬ 
isfactory  form  each  of  the  elements  it  is 
required  to  contain. 

[PR  Doc.73-13033  Piled  6-29-73;8:45  am] 
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[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

INDIANA  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 

Proposed  Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Revisions  to  Implementation  Plans 

On  May  31.  1972  (37  FR  10842),  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  110  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
and  40  CFR  Part  51,  the  Administrator 
approved,  with  specific  exceptions.  State 
plans  for  the  implementation  of  the  na¬ 
tional  ambient  air  quality  standards.  On 
that  date,  the  Governor  of  Indiana  was 
advised  that  the  attainment  date  for  the 
national  photochemical  oxidant  and  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  standards  in  the  Metro¬ 
politan  Indianar>olis  Intrastate  Region 
was  extended  for  2  years. 

On  January  31,  1973,  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Circuit  found  that  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  did  not  conform  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970  in 
granting  extensions  until  mid-1977  for 
attainment  of  the  national  primary 
ambient  air  quality  standards.  Accord¬ 
ingly,  the  court  ordered  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  rescind  the  extensions 
granted  the  States  for  implementation 
of  the  transportation  and  or  land  use 
control  portion  of  their  implementation 
plans.  The  affected  States,  including  In¬ 
diana.  were  required  to  submit  control 
plans  by  April  15,  1973.  The  plans  were 
required  to  show  attainment  of  the  na¬ 
tional  ambient  air  quality  standards  for 
photochemical  oxidants  and/or  carbon 
monoxide  as  expeditiously  as  practicable, 
but  no  later  than  May  31.  1975. 

On  June  15,  1973,  the  Administrator 
approved,  with  specific  exemptions,  cer¬ 
tain  State  transportation  and/or  land 
use  control  plans  submitted  in  response 
to  the  January  31,  1973,  court  order.  On 
April  9,  1973,  the  State  of  Indiana  held 
public  hearings  in  Indianapolis  on  pro¬ 
posed  revisions  to  their  existing  plan  but 
failed  to  submit  revisons  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  by  April  15,  1973.  Such  pro¬ 
posed  revisions  to  the  plan  indicated 
that  the  photochemical  oxidant  stand¬ 
ard  was  never  exceeded  during  the  en¬ 
tire  year  of  1972,  according  to  continu¬ 
ous-monitoring  data  from  one  location. 
It  was  concluded  therein  that  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  standards  in  1972  demon¬ 
strated  that  the  standards  would  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  maintained  through  and  sub¬ 
sequent  to  1975.  However,  there  was  no 
explanation  of  the  substantial  decrease 
in  observed  oxidant  concentrations  be¬ 
tween  1971  and  1972. 

In  analyzing  the  oxidant  air  quality 
data  for  calendar  years  1971  and  1972, 
EPA  raised  several  questions  concern¬ 
ing  calibration  of  the  monitor,  which  is 
presently  located  at  the  Indiana  State 
Board  of  Health  Building.  During  the 
summer  study  of  1973,  the  oxidant  mon¬ 
itor  was  located  at  the  Washington 
Township  Fire  Station.  While  at  this  lo¬ 
cation,  the  instrument  was  calibrated 
monthly  via  the  EPA  reference  method 
(neutral  buffered  KI  procedure)  by 
EPA  personnel.  Following  operational 
problems  during  the  period  of  October 
through  December  1971,  the  instrument 
was  moved  to  the  State  Board  of  Health 
Building,  8  miles  south  of  the  previous 


site  at  the  Fire  Station.  The  instrument 
was  not  calibrated  by  means  of  the  ref¬ 
erence  method  imtil  September  of  1972, 
and  has  not  been  calibrated  according  to 
the  required  technique  since  that  time. 
These  facts  create  serious  doubts  re¬ 
garding  the  validity  of  the  1972  oxidant 
data.  Consequently,  EPA  is  of  the  opinion 
that  the  1971  data  are  far  more  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  region  and  should  be 
used  in  developing  the  required  trans¬ 
portation  strategies. 

In  its  proposed  revisions,  EPA  set 
forth  a  plan  which,  in  the  Administra¬ 
tor’s  judgment,  based  upon  the  Informa¬ 
tion  and  data  before  him,  would  provide 
for  the  attainment  and  maintenance  of 
the  national  standards  for  photochemi¬ 
cal  oxidants  in  the  Metropolitan  Indi¬ 
anapolis  Intrastate  Region  (hereafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Region”). 

Should  a  State  plan  be  submitted  and 
determined  to  be  approvable  prior  to 
Federal  promulgation,  these  proposed 
regulations  will  be  withdrawn.  Should  a 
State  plan  be  submitted  and  determined 
to  be  approvable  after  Federal  promul¬ 
gation,  then  the  Federal  regulation  will 
be  rescinded.  It  is  the  desire  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  that  the 
plan  to  attain  and  maintain  the  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidant  standard  in  the  Region 
be  a  State  plan  carried  out  by  the  State 
or  its  designated  representative. 

Pollution  in  the  Region 

The  Region  is  comprised  of  approxi¬ 
mately  3.000  square  miles  of  land  lo¬ 
cated  in  the  central  portion  of  Indiana. 
It  consists  of  eight  counties:  Boone, 
Hamilton,  Hancock,  Hendricks.  John¬ 
son,  Marion,  Morgan,  and  Shelby,  The 
population  of  the  Region  is  about  1.1 
million,  approximately  70  percent  of 
which  reside  in  Marion  County,  which 
includes  Indianapolis. 

The  primary  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard  for  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  160  ng/m*  (0.08  ppm)  average 
for  a  1-hour  period  not  to  be  exceeded 
more  than  once  per  year.  The  standard 
promulgated  on  April  30.  1971  (36  FR 
8186),  is  based  on  evidence  of  adverse 
health  effects  on  days  when  estimated 
hourly  average  concentrations  of  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  reach  0.10  ppm.  A  level 
of  0.08  ppm  was  therefore  judged  nec¬ 
essary  by  the  Administrator  to  protect 
public  health  with  an  adequate  margin 
of  safety,  as  required  by  the  Act. 

During  the  summer  of  1971,  this  stand¬ 
ard  was  exceeded  during  101  hours  on  22 
days  at  one  of  the  two  locations  where 
oxidants  were  being  measured.  Concen¬ 
trations  measured  at  the  two  locations 
showed  good  correlation  and  were  gen¬ 
erally  within  10  percent  of  each  other. 
The  highest  concentration  recorded  was 
0.14  ppm  on  September  8. 

The  next  highest  concentration  re¬ 
corded  was  0.13  ppm  on  both  August  8 
and  September  8,  1971.  Since  the  pri¬ 
mary  standard  is  written  in  terms  of  a 
concentration  which  Is  not  to  be  ex¬ 
ceeded  more  than  once  per  year,  the  cal¬ 
culations  in  the  original  Indiana  Imple¬ 
mentation  Plan,  which  demonstrated  the 
need  for  extension,  were  based  upon  this 


second  highest  concentration.  Monitor¬ 
ing  was  continued  during  1972  at  only 
one  of  the  original  two  locations;  this 
site  was  located  adjacent  to  the  Indiana 
State  Board  of  Health  Building.  During 
1972,  the  standard  was  not  exceeded  at 
that  location.  However,  serious  doubts 
have  been  cast  on  the  validity  of  the 
1972  data,  as  previously  stated.  There¬ 
fore,  the  EPA  proposal  is  based  upon  the 
need  for  pollutant  reduction  as  originally 
defined  in  the  Indiana  Implementation 
Plan  submitted  on  January  31,  1972. 

The  formation  of  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  dependent  upon  the  interaction 
between  oxides  of  nitrogen  and  hydro¬ 
carbons  in  the  presence  of  sunlight. 
When  either  of  these  components  Is  re¬ 
duced,  the  formation  of  oxidants  may  be 
reduced.  Of  these  components,  hydrocar¬ 
bon  emissions  present  the  greatest  pos¬ 
sibility  for  control.  The  extent  of  the  re¬ 
duction  in  hydrocarbon  emissions  which 
is  required  to  meet  the  primary  air  qual¬ 
ity  standards  for  oxidants,  based  upon 
various  measured  concentrations,  has 
been  determined  and  is  presented  in  Ap¬ 
pendix  J  to  40  CFR  Part  51. 

Summary 

Information  presently  available  to  the 
Administrator  indicates  that  a  reduction 
of  approximately  38  percent  from  the 
1971  hydrocarbon  emissions  is  necessary 
to  achieve  the  primary  ambient  air  qual¬ 
ity  standard  for  photochemical  oxidants 
by  May  31,  1975,  in  the  Region. 

The  presently  adopted  Indiana  station¬ 
ary  source  regulations,  along  with  the 
Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Control  Program, 
will  account  for  only  a  19  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  of  total  hydrocarbons  in  the  Region. 
Calculations  based ’upon  data  in  the  In¬ 
diana  Implementation  Plan  show  that 
over  25  percent  of  all  hydrocarbons  that 
will  be  emitted  in  1975  will  result  from 
open  burning.  In  order  to  provide  the 
additional  hydrocarbon  reduction  neces¬ 
sary,  it  is  today  being  proposed  that  open 
burning,  including  residential  site  incin¬ 
eration.  be  banned  in  the  Region.  In 
order  to  comply  with  this  regulation,  an 
alternate  means  of  solid  waste  disposal 
will  be  required. 

Proposed  Control  Strategy 

A  38  percent  reduction  in  total  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  in  the  Region  is  re¬ 
quired  between  1971  and  1975  to  achieve 
attainment  of  the  primary  national  pho¬ 
tochemical  oxidant  and  hydrocarbon 
standards  by  the  prescribed  date.  Exist¬ 
ing  regulations  will  only  provide  a  19 
percent  reduction.  Alternatives,  when 
considered  individually,  would  require  an 
additional  75  percent  reduction  in  trans¬ 
portation-related  emissions,  an  addi¬ 
tional  90  percent  reduction  in  process 
losses  from  area  sources  (present  Indiana 
regulations  do  not  generally  apply  to  area 
sources) ,  or  the  reduction  of  14,000  tons 
of  hydrocarbons  per  year  through  the 
banning  of  open  burning,  which  pres¬ 
ently  is  allowed  in  the  form  of  residen¬ 
tial  site  incineration.  This  proposal  con¬ 
sists  of  the  last  alternative,  that  of  ban¬ 
ning  open  burning  at  such  locations  in 
the  Region. 
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Data  for  the  estimation  of  stationary 
source  emissions  were  obtained  from  the 
State-Implementation  Plan,  as  submit¬ 
ted  by  the  State  of  Indiana  on  January 
31,  1972.  Mobile  source  emission  esti¬ 
mates  were  based  on  data  presented  in  a 
document  entitled  “Transportation  Con¬ 
trols  to  Reduce  Motor  Vehicle  Emissions 
In  Indianapolis,  Indiana,”  prepared  by 
OCA  Corporation,  April,  1973,  imder  con¬ 
tract  number  68-02-0041.  Since  the  area 
covered  by  the  GCA  study  was  the  IR 
TADS  (Indianapolis  Regional  Transpor¬ 
tation  and  Development  Study)  Area, 
adjustments  were  made  so  that  the  cal¬ 
culated  emissions  for  both  mobile  and 
stationary  soiu’ces  represented  the  same 
area.  Adjustments  were  also  made  to  the 
mobile  source  emissions  to  account  for 
the  interim  1975  vehicle  emission  stand¬ 
ards,  as  prescribed  by  the  Administrator 
on  April  11,  1973. 

Alternative  Strategies 

As  previously  stated,  the  Administrator 
presently  considers  the  elimination  of 
residential  site  open  burning  within  the 
Region  to  be  the  most  reasonable  and 
workable  method  of  achieving  the  pri¬ 
mary  ambient  air  quality  standard  for 
photochemical  oxidants  in  Indianapolis 
by  1975.  However,  if  it  is  demonstrated 
in  the  forthcoming  hearings  that  the 
banning  of  open  burning  will  not  have 
sufficient  impact  on  emissions,  or  that 
other  measures  are  better  calculated  to 
achieve  and  maintain  these  standards, 
the  Administrator  will  promulgate  such 
measmes  as  necessary. 

Among  the  other  measures  which  could 
be  considered  for  implementation  are: 

(1)  Establishment  of  an  annual  Inspec¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  program,  iistng  an 
Idle-mode  test;  this  program  would  cover 
all  vehicles  registered  within  Marion  County 
and  would  be  a  prerequisite  for  vehicle 
registration: 

(U)  Requirement  that  all  pre-1968  and/or 
controlled  automobiles  (or  trucks)  presently 
In  use  within  Marion  County  be  retrofitted 
with  noncatalytlc  emission  reduction  devices; 
such  a  requirement  would  be  a  prerequisite 
for  vehicle  registration; 

(111)  Restriction  on  the  delivery  of  gaso¬ 
line  to  service  station  and/or  distribution 
centers  within  Marion  County  calculated  to 
achieve  a  further  reduction  In  vehicle  miles 
traveled  In  the  Indianapolis  area;  and, 

(Iv)  Requirement  that  all  service  stations 
In  Marlon  County  purchase.  Install,  and  em¬ 
ploy  appropriate  vapor  recovery  control  de¬ 
vices  for  all  gasoline  tank  filling  operations. 

Air  Pollution  Impact  of  the  Proposed 
EPA  Strategy 

As  Indicated  by  the  Indiana  Implemen¬ 
tation  Plan,  as  submited  in  January  1972, 
the  present  Indiana  control  strategy  will 
not  provide  for  the  attainment  of  the 
photochemical  oxidant  air  quality  stand¬ 
ard  by  1975.  Based  upon  1971  air  quality 
data,  demonstration  of  attainment  of  the 
standard  by  1975  must  show  that  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  wall  be  reduced  by  38 
percent  between  1971  and  1975. 

In  Marion  County,  in  1971,  68,300  tons 
of  hydrocarbons  were  emitted.  Por  at¬ 
tainment  of  the  primary  standards  by 
1975,  the  emissions  must  be  reduced  to 
no  more  than  42,400  tons.  The  following 


Is  a  summary  of  the  effects  of  the  strategy 
on  the  overall  reduction  necessary  in 
Marlon  Coimty. 

Emcrrs  or  Control  Stratioy  bt  Mat  31,  1975 


Emissions, 

tons/year 


Stationary  source  emissions,  with  pres¬ 
ent  strategy 

Fuel  combustion . 1,466 

Process  losses . . . . 

Point  sources . 730 

Area  sources . . . . . 14, 750 

Solid  waste  disposal . . . . 

Incineration _ 50 

Open  burning .  14,804 


31,800 

Mobile  source  related  emission,  with  pres¬ 
ent  strategy 

Motor  vehicles . 21, 000 

Kallroad.s _ _  616 

Uasoline  handling .  2,112  23,628 


55,428 

Reduction  due  to  proposed  ban  on  resi¬ 
dential  site  open-burning .  —14,804 


Keinuining  emissions .  40, 624 


Solid  waste  disposal  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  through  land  fill  or  incineration. 
If  all  solid  wastes  were  incinerated  in 
municipal  incinerators,  the  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  this  operation  would  be 
fewer  than  1,000  tons  per  year,  which 
would  still  keep  the  total  hydrocarbon 
emissions  under  the  maximum  emissions 
allowable. 

This  analysis  was,  of  necessity,  con¬ 
fined  to  the  Marion  Coimty  area  because 
that  was  the  only  area  compatible  with 
the  emissions  information.  The  regula¬ 
tions  are  proposed  to  be  effective 
throughout  the  Region. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

Public  hearings  will  be  held  on  this 
proposal  July  26,  1973,  beginning  at  1:30 
p.m.  in  Holiday  Hall,  Holiday  Inn  Down¬ 
town,  500  West  Washington,  Indian¬ 
apolis,  Indiana  46204. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submittii^  oral  or 
written  comments  at  the  hearing.  Prior 
written  comments  may  also  be  submitted 
to  the  Regional  Administrator,  EPA, 
Region  V,  One  North  Wacker  Drive,  Chi¬ 
cago,  Illinois  60606.  Receipt  of  advance 
wo-itten  comments  will  be  acknowledged, 
but  substantive  responses  to  Individual 
comments  will  not  be  provided.  Com¬ 
ments,  together  with  the  remainder  of 
the  entire  hearing  records  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan,  will  be  available  for  public 
inspection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  EPA  Region  V  Office.  The  changes 
proposed  by  this  notice  of  proposed  rule- 
making  are  Issued  under  the  authority  of 
sections  110(c)  and  301(a)  of  the  1970 
Clean  Air  Act  (42  USC  1857  et  seq.) . 

Dated;  June  22, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I,  title  40,  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  as  follows: 

Subpart  P — Indiana 

1.  Subpart  P  is  amended  by  adding 
S  52.777.as  foUows: 


§  52.777  Control  strategy:  Pliotoehrni- 
ical  oxidants  (hydrocarbons).  Met¬ 
ropolitan  Indianapolis  Region. 

(a)  Regulation  banning  incineration 
on  residential  property.  (1)  APC-2  of 
Indiana’s  “Air  Pollution  Control  Regu¬ 
lations”  (open  burning),  which  is  a  part 
of  the  photochemical  oxidant  (hydro¬ 
carbon)  control  strategy,  is  incorporated 
by  reference,  and,  as  incorporated,  re¬ 
vised  in  part  in  that  the  exception  (b), 
“Backyard  incineration,”  is  deleted  and 
shall  not  constitute  an  exception  to  the 
open  burning  ban  in  the  Metropolitan 
Indianapolis  Intrastate  Region. 

(2)  No  person  shall  cause,  permit,  or 
allow  the  incineration  of  any  materials 
or  substances  on  the  premises  of  single 
and  multiple  family  residences. 

(3)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph, 
“person”  means  any  individual,  corpora¬ 
tion,  partnership.  State,  mimicipality  or 
unit  of  local  government,  commission, 
political  subdivision  of  the  State,  or  other 
entity,  or  the  officials,  employees,  and 
agents  thereof. 

[FR  Doc.73-13041  Piled  6-29-73; 8: 45  am] 


[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

MASSACHUSETTS  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans 

On  May  31,  1972  (37  FR  10842),  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  110  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act  and  40  CFR  Part  51,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  approved,  with  specific  exceptions. 
State  plans  for  implementation  of  the 
national  ambient  air  quality  standards 
and  granted  a  2-year  extension  of  the 
date  for  attaining  these  standards  in  var¬ 
ious  air  quality  control  regions. 

On  January  31, 1973,  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Circuit  found  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  did  not  conform  to  the  strict  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970 
in  permitting  several  States  to  delay  sub¬ 
mission  of  transportation  control  i>or- 
tions  of  their  implementation  plans  un¬ 
til  February  15, 1973,  and  in  granting  ex¬ 
tensions  until  mid-1977  for  attainment 
pf  the  national  primary  ambient  air 
quality  standards  without  following  the 
procedures  established  in  section  110(e) 
42  U.S.C.  1857c-5(e).  Accordingly,  the 
Court  ordered  the  Administrator  to  re¬ 
scind  the  extension  granted  the  States 
for  implementation  of  the  transportation 
and/or  land  use  control  portion  of  their 
implementation  plans.  The  affected 
States  were  required  to  submit  a  control 
plan  by  April  15,  1973.  The  plan  was  to 
insure  attairunent  of  the  national  air 
quality  standards  for  oxidants  and  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  as  expeditiously  as  prac¬ 
ticable,  but  no  later  than  May  31,  1975. 

Thus,  on  March  20,  1972  (38  FTl  7327) , 
the  Administrator  notified  the  Governor 
of  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
that  a  control  plan  must  be  submitted  by 
April  15, 1973,  for  the  Massachusetts  por¬ 
tion  of  the  Hartford-New  Haven-Spring- 
field  Interstate  and  for  the  Metropolitan 
Boston  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control 
Regions  (hereafter  referred  to  as  the 
“Interstate  Region”  and  the  “Boston 
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Intrastate  Region.”  respectively).  This 
proposal  results  from  the  failure  of  the 
Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  to 
submit  an  acceptable  control  plan  for  the 
attainment  and  maintenance  of  the  na¬ 
tional  primary  ambient  air  quality  stand¬ 
ards  for  oxidants  and  carbon  monoxide  in 
the  Boston  Intrastate  and  the  Interstate 
Regions.  This  proposal  sets  forth  an 
emission  control  plan  designed  to  re¬ 
duce  the  expected  1975  emission  of  hy¬ 
drocarbons  in  the  Boston  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion  by  58  percent  and  to  reduce  the  ex¬ 
pected  carbon  monoxide  emissions  in  the 
Boston  core  and  East  Boston  areas  of  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Region  by  about  40 
percent  in  order  to  attain  the  ambient  air 
quality  standards  for  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  by  May  31,  1975.  It  also  sets  forth 
an  emission  control  plan  designed  to  re¬ 
duce  the  expected  1975  emissions  of  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  in  the  do\\Titown  Spring- 
field  area  of  the  Interstate  Region  by  ap¬ 
proximately  46  percent  in  order  to  attain 
the  ambient  air  quality  standards  for 
carbon  monoxide  by  that  date. 

However,  since  it  appears  that  neither 
the  proposed  control  strategies  nor  any 
other  strategies  which  are  “reasonably 
available”  will  be  adequate  to  attain  the 
standards  in  these  two  regions  by  the 
deadline  of  May  31,  1975,  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  is  proposing  a  grant  of  a  two-year 
extension  of  the  date  for  achieving  the 
standards  in  these  two  regions  under  sec¬ 
tion  110(e)  of  the  dean  Air  Act. 

Pollution  in  the  Metropolitan  Boston 
Intrastate  and  the  Massachusetts 
Portion  of  the  Hartford-New  Haven- 
Springfield  Interstate  Air  Quality 
Control  Regions 

MASSACHUSETTS  PORTION  OF  THE  HART¬ 
FORD-NEW  haven-springfield  inter¬ 
state  REGIONS 

The  Massachusetts  portion  of  the 
Hartford-New  Haven-Springfield  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  conforms  with 
the  boundaries  of  the  Massachusetts 
Pioneer  Valley  Air  Pollution  Control 
District. 

The  region  of  densest  motor  vehicle 
travel  is  located  along  the  Connecticut 
River.  The  western  boundary  of  the  In¬ 
terstate  Region  is  delineated  by  the 
Berkshire  Moimtains  and  the  eastern 
border  by  hilly,  rolling  country.  Although 
not  an  entrapped  geographical  region 
like  Los  Angeles,  the  area  is  charac¬ 
terized  by  a  definite  north-south  channel 
along  the  river  valley.  The  control  strate¬ 
gies  proposed  herein  for  this  Region  are 
directed  at  reducing  carbon  monoxide 
emissions  from  motor  vehicles  in  the 
Springfield  downtown  area. 

The  primary  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard  for  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  160  fig/m*  (0.08  parts  per  million 
(ppm) ),  average  for  a  1-hour  period  not 
to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per  year. 
The  standard  promulgated  on  April  30, 
1971  (36  FR  8186),  Is  based  on  evidence 
of  adverse  health  effects  experienced  on 


days  when  estimated  hourly  average  con¬ 
centrations  of  photochemical  oxidants 
reached  0.10  ppm.  A  level  of  0.08  ppm  was 
therefore  judged  necessary  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  protect  public  health  with 
an  adequate  margin  of  safety,  as  required 
by  the  Act. 

The  highest  recorded  concentration  of 
oxidants  in  the  Interstate  Region  was 
0.095  ppm.  which  was  reached  in  Spring- 
field  in  June  1972.  The  second  highest 
recorded  level  was  0.060  ppm,  reached  in 
July  1972.  Based  on  these  levels  and  on 
the  expected  reduction  in  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  motor  vehicles  resulting 
from  the  on-going  Federal  motor  vehicles 
control  program  (FMVCP),  it  has  been 
determined  that  ambient  concentrations 
of  oxidants  in  the  Interstate  Region  will 
not  exceed  the  national  standards  by 
May  31.  1975,  and  that  no  strategies  are 
required. 

The  primary  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards  for  carbon  monoxide 
(CO)  are  35  ppm  average  for  1  hour  and 
9  ppm  average  for  8  hours,  each  to  be  ex¬ 
ceeded  no  more  than  once  per  year.  These 
standards  are  intended  to  prevent  ad¬ 
verse  health  effects  induced  by  carbon 
monoxide  reactions  with  blood  hemo¬ 
globin. 

Carbon  monoxide  concentrations  meas¬ 
ured  in  downtown  Springfield  have  not 
exceeded  the  1-hour  average,  but  the  8- 
hour  average  was  exceeded  268  times 
from  January  through  November  1972. 
The  highest  recorded  concentration  was 
21.3  ppm,  which  occurred  in  January 
1972,  and  the  second  highest  was  20.9 
ppm.  which  occurred  on  the  same  day. 
Studies  have  indicated  that  the  density 
of  carbon  monoxide  emissions  from  mo¬ 
tor  vehicles  falls  off  sharply  outside  the 
Springfield  downtown  area  and  that 
other  sources  of  carbon  monoxide  are 
negligible.  On  this  basis,  it  has  been  de¬ 
termined  that  the  high  ambient  CO  con¬ 
centrations  measured  are  localized  with¬ 
in  an  area  of  slightly  less  than  1  square 
mile  (Zones  1  and  2  combined:  see  the 
following  Table)  in  the  Springfield 
dowmtown  area,  bounded  approximately 
by  the  Connecticut  River  on  the  west, 
Lyman  Street  to  the  north.  Maple  Street 
to  the  east,  and  Washington  Street  and 
Summer  Avenue  to  the  south.  This  area 
Includes  a  length  of  Interstate  91,  the 
traffic  on  which  makes  a  significant  con¬ 
tribution  to  total  emissions  in  the  area. 

The  ambient  concentrations  of  carbon 
monoxide  in  the  interstate  Region  area 
now  either  meet  the  8-hour,  9-ppm 
standard,  or  will  do  so  by  May  31,  1975. 
The  projected  decrease  in  motor  vehicle 
carbon  monoxide  emissions  is  a  result  of 
the  on-going  Federal  motor  vehicle  con¬ 
trol  program  (FMVCTP) . 

However,  in  the  downtown  Springfield 
area  defined  above,  in  addition  to  the 
reductions  obtained  from  FMVCP,  It  will 
necessary  to  further  reduce  emissions  In 
order  to  meet  the  S-hotu*,  9-ppm  stand¬ 
ard  by  May  31, 1975, 


SuMMART  or  Emission  Projections  For  Carbon 
Monoxide* 


(kg/day) 


- 

Zone  1 

Zone  2 

(0.298  mi*) 

(0.639  ml*) 

8,531 

12,922 

May  31,  1975,  with  existing 

6,802 

3,660 

12,328 

7,900 

Required  to  meet  stanards . 

Reduction  from  May  31,  1975, 

projection . 

46% 

36% 

•Zones  1  and  2  are  defined  in  the  Technical  Support 
Document. 


The  requirements  for  additional  emis¬ 
sion  reductions  are  not  so  severe  as  to 
preclude  the  existence  of  a  variety  of 
control  strategies  for  effecting  such  re¬ 
ductions,  so  that  the  Administrator  has 
had  some  freedom  to  choose  strategies 
on  the  basis  of  their  cost-effectiveness 
and  their  impact  on  other  aspects  of  life 
in  the  Springfield  area.  The  strategies 
that  follow  have  be^  chosen  to  attain 
air  quality  standards  and,  insofar  as 
possible,  to  be  consistent  with  the  ex¬ 
pressed  poUcies  and  preferences  of  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  and  the 
Bureau  of  Air  Quality  Control. 

Metropolitan  Boston  Intrastate 
Region 

The  Boston  Metropolitan  area  lies  on 
Massachusetts  Bay  in  relatively  flat 
coastal  terrain.  Topiography  does  not 
generally  influence  pollutant  dispersal 
adversely,  but  meteorological  influences, 
specifically  the  proximity  of  the  ocean 
and  the  resultant  sea  breezes,  have  a 
minor  but  adverse  influence  on  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidant  levels.  Although  the 
region  is  served  by  rail  rapid  transit 
and  extensive  bus  service,  automobile 
use  is  heavy,  particularly  in  outlying 
manufacturing  areas.  The  urban  core, 
though  handling  fewer  vehicles  than 
some  urban  areas,  is  still  subject  to  con¬ 
siderable  traffic  density  and  congestion, 
which  are  commonly  attributed  to  the 
narrow  antiquated  streets  and  resulting 
traffic  patterns.  The  control  strategies 
propos^  herein  are  directed  at  reducing 
emissions  primarily  within  the  area  of 
the  Region  bounded  by  Route  128,  an  ex¬ 
pressway  that  encompasses  the  Boston 
Metropolitan  area. 

The  primary  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard  for  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  160  ng/m*  (0.08  part  per  million 
(ppm) )  average  for  a  l-hour  period,  not 
to  be  exceeded  more  than  (Mice  per  year. 
This  standard,  promulgated  on  April  30, 
1971  (36  FR  8186),  is  based  on  (xxur- 
rence  of  adverse  health  effects  experi¬ 
enced  on  days  when  estimated  hourly 
average  concentrations  of  photochemi- 
(sal  oxidants  reached  0.10  ppm.  A  level 
of  0.08  ppm  was  therefore  judged  neces¬ 
sary  by  the  Administrator  to  protect 
public  health  with  an  adequate  margin 
of  safety,  as  required  by  the  Act.  During 
1972,  this  standard  was  exceeded  on  43 
out  of  62  days  during  a  2-month  mon- 
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itoring  study.  The  maximum  1-hour 
reading  for  oxidants  was  0.260  ppm;  the 
second  highest  was  0.253  ppm. 

The  primary  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards  for  carbon  monoxide 
(CO)  are  35  ppm  average  for  1  hour  and 
9  ppm  average  for  8  hours,  each  to  be 
exceeded  no  more  than  once  per  year. 
These  standards  are  intended  to  pre¬ 
vent  adverse  health  effects  Induced  by 
carbon  monoxide  reaction  with  blood 
hemoglobin. 

In  the  Boston  Intrastate  Region,  the 
1-hour  CO  standard  is  exceeded  fre¬ 
quently:  in  1970  it  was  exceeded  on  56 
days.  The  maximum  8-hour  average  re¬ 
corded  was  22.0  ppm,  and  the  second 
highest  was  21.9  ppm,  both  occurring 
during  1970. 

Summary  of  Control  Requirements: 

Boston  Intrastate  Region 

The  best  information  available  to 
the  Administrator,  including  previous 
studies  specifically  directed  at  the  Bos¬ 
ton  problem,  indicate  that  the  antici¬ 
pated  decrease  in  motor  vehicle  hydro¬ 
carbon  and  carbon  monoxide  emissions 
resulting  from  the  on-going  Federal 
motor  vehicle  control  program  will  be 
insufficient  to  permit  meeting  the  na¬ 
tional  standards.  In  order  to  attain  the 
standards  by  May  31,  1975,  it  will  be 
necessary  to  reduce  projected  total  emis¬ 
sions  of  hydrocarbons  within  the  area 
encompyassed  by  Route  128  by  approxi¬ 
mately  58  percent  and  to  reduce  pro¬ 
jected  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  In 
the  Boston  core  and  East  Boston  areas 
of  the  Region  by  amounts  approximat¬ 
ing  40  percent  in  each  area:  the  Table 
below  summarizes  the  required  reduc¬ 
tion  in  quantitative  terms. 

.  Sl’MMART  or  EmISSIO.N  I’ROJM  THINS 

(kR/diiy) 
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The  strategies  that  follow  have  been 
chosen  to  ensure  attainment  of  air 
quality  standards  and.  Insofar  as  possible, 
to  be  consistent  with  the  expressed 
policies  and  preferences  of  the  Governor 
of  the  Commonwealth  and  the  Bureau  of 
Air  Quality  Control. 

Emission  Control  Alternatives 

The  emissions  of  carbon  monoxide  in 
the  Boston  Intrastate  Region  and  in  the 
Springfield  area  of  the  Interstate  Region 
come  almost  entirely  from  motor  vehicle 
sources,  so  that  the  reductions  required 
beyond  those  provided  by  the  Federal 
vehicle  emission  control  program  will 
need  to  be  realized  by  transportation  con¬ 
trols  that  reduce  total  motor  vehicle 


emissions.  In  the  case  of  hydrocarbon 
emissions  in  the  Boston  Intrastate 
Region,  however,  over  half  come  from 
nonvehicular  sources,  so  that  an  alterna¬ 
tive  exists  for  attaining  some  of  the  re¬ 
quired  reductions  by  further  controlling 
these  emissions.  This  possibility  has  been 
utilized,  and  the  regulations  here  pro¬ 
posed  for  the  Boston  Intrastate  Regicwn 
are  designed  to  reduce  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  from  stationary  sources  to  the 
maximum  degree  considered  feasible. 
Considerable  further  reductions  will  be 
required,  however,  and  these  will  have  to 
be  achieved  by  transportation  controls 
directed  at  motor  vehicle  emissions. 

Transportation  Control  Alternatives 

There  are  two  general  types  of  trans¬ 
portation  controls  available,  those  that 
effect  emission  reductions  by  reducing  the 
average  emissions  from  a  vehicle-mile  of 
travel  (VMT),  and  those  that  effect  re¬ 
ductions  by  reducing  VMT,  that  is,  by 
reducing  the  total  amount  of  vehicle  us¬ 
age.  The  former,  vehicle  emission  reduc¬ 
tions,  are  generally  able  to  effect  sizable 
emission  reductions  in  a  short  time  but 
entail  substantial  costs.  On  the  other 
hand,  most  VMT-reducing  controls  are 
more  suited  to  the  long-term  mainten¬ 
ance  of  the  standards  than  to  meeting 
short-range  needs.  It  is  the  expressed 
policy  of  the  Governor  of  Massachusetts 
to  discourage  continued  heavy  reliance  on 
the  automobile  for  urban  core  travel  by 
encouraging  increased  transit  usage  and 
by  other  means.  The  Bureau  of  Air 
Quality  Control  has  also  expressed  a  de¬ 
sire  to  avoid  the  use  of  the  most  costly  of 
the  vehicle  emission  reduction  controls. 

Consequently,  in  proposing  the  follow¬ 
ing  mixture  of  the  two  types,  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  has  selected  insofar  as  pos¬ 
sible  those  VMT-reducing  controls  whose 
impact  will  be  realized  within  the  time 
frame  of  the  May  31,  1975,  target  date, 
in  order  to  lay  a  firm  foundation  for  the 
Commonwealth’s  on-going  program  to 
maintain  the  standards,  and  in  order  to 
hold  to  a  minimum  the  need  for  vehicle- 
emission  control  devices  for  the  general 
population  of  motor  vehicles  in  the  Bos¬ 
ton  Intrastate  Region  and  the  Interstate 
Region.  The  VMT-reducing  controls  pro¬ 
posed  include  increased  costs  and  other 
restrictions  on  imrking  in  the  Boston  core 
area,  at  Logan  International  Airport,  and 
in  the  Springfield  downtown  area;  and  a 
seasonal  program  of  restrictions  on  the 
use  of  vehicles  within  the  Route  128  area. 
In  addition,  the  VMT-reducing  controls 
proposed  for  the  Springfield  downtown 
area  include  traffic  flow  improvements 
and  the  closing  off  of  Main  Street  to  form 
a  vehicle- free  pedestrian  mall.  The 
vehicle  emission  control  devices  for  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Region  include  an  in¬ 
spection  and  maintenance  system  to  en¬ 
sure  the  adequate  performance  of  vehicle 
emission  controls:  the  retrofit  of 
evaporative  hydrocarbon  emission  con¬ 
trols  on  all  pre-1972  gasoline-powered 
vehicles:  vacuum  spark-advance  discon¬ 
nect  devices  on  pre-1970  vehicles;  and 
catalytic  control  devices  on  light-duty 
vehicle  fleets  and  1973-1975  private  light- 
duty  vehicles.  For  the  Interstate  Region, 


the  vehicle  emission  reducing  strategies 
include  an  Inspection  and  maintenance 
system  and  catalytic  control  devices  on  a 
proportion  of  heavy-duty  gasoline-pow¬ 
ered  vehicles. 

Proposed  Controls  for  Stationary  Hy¬ 
drocarbon  Sources  :  Boston  Intrastate 

Region 

Controls  to  prevent  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  will  be  placed  on  a  variety  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources.  In  addition  to  the  con¬ 
trol  of  emission  from  the  bulk  storage  of 
gasoline  that  will  be  required  under 
existing  state  regulations,  the  regulations 
proposed  herein  will  require  the  extensive 
control  of  evaporative  losses  from  retail 
gasoline  sales  outlets  and  all  significant 
users  of  organic  solvents,  including  dry- 
cleaning  establishments  and  various  in¬ 
dustrial  solvent  users.  In  addition,  the 
regulations  restrict  the  use  of  paints  and 
other  surface  coatings  that  contain 
photochemically  reactive  solvents.  These 
regulations  will  reduce  the  expected  1975 
total  of  stationary-source  hydrocarbon 
emissions  from  130,600  kilograms  per  day 
(kg/day)  to  50,500  kg/day,  a  reduction  of 
80,100  kg/day.  This  amount  is  about  59 
percent  of  the  135,700  kg/day  total  hy¬ 
drocarbon  reduction  required,  leaving  a 
balance  of  55,600  kg/day  to  be  achieved 
by  reducing  vehicular  emissions. 

Proposed  Reductions  in  VMT 
BOSTON  intrastate  REGION 

The  proposed  regulations  will  impose 
stringent  controls  on  commuter  parking 
in  the  Boston  core  area  and  at  Logan 
International  Airport,  including  the  ban¬ 
ning  of  on-street  parking  in  the  core  area 
from  6  to  10  a.m.  and  4  to  6  p.m.  on  week¬ 
days,  and  the  Imposition  of  a  $5.00  sur¬ 
charge  on  off-street  parking  from  6  to 
10  a.m.  in  the  Boston  core  area  and  from 
6  a.m.  to  10  p.m.  at  Logan  International 
Airport.  There  is  some  legal  question 
about  EPA’s  authority  to  propose  such  a 
regulatory  fee;  It  is,  however,  being  pro¬ 
posed  for  comment. 

Because  the  carbon  monoxide  problem 
is  concentrated  in  the  two  relatively 
small  areas,  the  VMT-reducing  controls 
that  are  directed  at  limiting  traffic  in 
these  areas  are  particularly  appropriate. 
Of  the  various  such  controls  possible, 
restrictions  on  commuter  parking  were 
selected  because  similar  though  less 
stringent  measures  have  already  been 
considered  and  recommended  hy  the 
Governor  and  by  the  Boston  City 
government.  The  specific  hours  selected 
are  those  that  provide  the  maximum  di¬ 
version  of  rush-hour  commuters  to  other 
transit  while  causing  the  minimum  in¬ 
convenience  to  shorter-term  shopping 
-and  other  commercial  traffic. 

In  contrast  to  the  situation  with  carbon 
monoxide,  the  photochemical  oxidant 
problem  is  region-wide,  however,  and 
thus  it  is  necessary  to  devise  controls  to 
reduce  VMT  on  a  broader  basis.  The  pro¬ 
posed  regulations  provide  for  limitations 
on  the  use  of  light-duty  vehicles :  the  re¬ 
striction  consists  of  seasonally  prohibit¬ 
ing  the  use  of  vehicles  1  day  out  of  5 
during  the  week  (except  on  legal  holi¬ 
days).  The  prohibition  w'ould  apply  to  all 
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gasoline-powered  light-duty  vehicles  reg¬ 
istered  within  this  Regi<Hi,  divided  into 
five  groups,  with  an  appropriate  identi¬ 
fication  system  of  colored  stickers  or  li¬ 
cense  plate  variations  for  each  group  of 
vehicles.  A  predetermined  group  will  be 
prohibited  from  operating  within  Route 
128  on  1  of  the  5  weekdays  during  weeks 
when  the  prohibition  is  in  effect.  The 
prohibition  will  be  in  effect  periodically, 
whenever  determined  to  be  necessary  by 
the  Administrator  from  continuing  re-  . 
view  of  the  observed  air  quality  levels;  it 
is  anticipated  that  the  primary  periods 
of  prohibition  will  be  during  the  sum¬ 
mer  and  fall  seasons. 

Although  the  Administrator  presently 
considers  this  1-day-a-week  vehicle  use 
prohibition  to  be  the  most  reasonable 
method  of  achieving  an  acceptable  de¬ 
gree  of  VMT  reduction  in  Boston  by  1975, 
other  control  measures  are  also  being 
considered  for  adoption,  either  in  the 
event  that  this  measure  proves  not  to 
have  a  sufficient  impact  on  emissions  re¬ 
duction  realized,  or  in  the  event  that 
comments  received  as  part  of  this  rule- 
making  process  lead  EPA  to  conclude  by 
August  15  that  other  measures  are 
preferable. 

Among  other  measures  being  consid¬ 
ered  as  part  of  this  proposal  (even  though 
no  draft  regulations  to  implement  them 
have  been  suggested)  are; 

1.  Making  effective  reductions  in  the 
number  of  parking  spaces  available  for 
use  in  downtown  Boston  between  6  a.m. 
and  10  a.m.,  and  at  Logan  airport  be¬ 
tween  6  a.m.  and  10  p.m. 

2.  Making  a  similar  reduction  in  the 
number  of  available  parking  spaces 
(both  on-  and  off-street)  in  parking  fa¬ 
cilities  at  other  trip-attraction  centers 
throughout  the  Metropolitan  area. 

3.  Designating  lanes  on  the  express¬ 
ways  and  other  major  roads  leading  into 
and  out  of  the  Boston  core  for  the  ex¬ 
clusive  use  of  buses  and  car-pools.  Unlike 
the  express  bus  system  presently  used  on 
the  Southeast  Expressw’ay,  these  lanes 
would  be  taken  from  the  part  of  the 
road  used  for  automobile  traffic  moving 
in  the  same  direction.  This  w’ould  provide 
incentives  for  a  shift  to  these  more  effi¬ 
cient  forms  of  transportation,  both  by 
decreasing  their  travel  time  and  by  re¬ 
ducing  the  road  space  available  to  partly 
(xjcupied  automobiles. 

4.  Restricting  the  flow  of  traffic 
through  such  nodal  points  as  the  Mystic 
River  Bridge,  the  harbor  tunnels,  and 
the  last  toll  gate  on  the  Massachusetts 
Turnpike  to  a  certain  maximum  rate  per 
hour. 

5.  Restricting  the  amoimt  of  gaso¬ 
line  delivered  to  retail  service  stations 
and  or  distribution  centers  in  the  Boston 
metropolitan  area  with  the  aim  of 
achieving  a  moderate  further  reduction 
in  VMT  by  this  means. 

6.  Increasing  the  1-day-a-week  ve¬ 
hicle  u.se  prohibition  to  2  or  more  days 
per  week. 

The  Administrator  recognizes  that,  in 
addition  to  these  restraints  on  vehicle 
usage,  there  must  be  adequate  alterna¬ 
tive  transportation  available  if  the  con¬ 
trols  are,  in  fact,  to  have  a  beneficial  ef¬ 


fect  rather  than  become  a  burden.  The 
Administrator  is  not  proposing  regula¬ 
tions  to  specifically  assiu«  such  alterna¬ 
tives  because,  on  the  basis  of  studies 
presently  available,  it  appears  that  the 
best  alternatives  are  among  those  that 
are  not  appropriately  established  by 
Federal  regiilation,  and  because  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Massachusetts  has  already 
assumed  initiative  for  providing  im¬ 
proved  transit  service  in  the  Boston  area. 
It  is  also  anticipated  that  the  imposi¬ 
tion  of  restraints  will  prompt  a  variety 
of  private  decisions  relative  to  work 
hours,  car-pooling,  and  similar  matters 
that  will  operate  to  ameliorate  the  ad¬ 
verse  impact  of  the  restraints. 

Interstate  Region 

Since  the  carbon  monoxide  problem  is 
concentrated  in  a  relatively  small  area, 
the  VMT-reducing  controls  that  are  di¬ 
rected  at  limiting  tra£9c  in  this  area  are 
particularly  appropriate. 

The  proposed  regulations  w'ill  impose 
stringent  controls  on  commuter  parking 
in  downtown  Springfield,  including  the 
banning  of  on-street  parking  all  day  on 
weekdays  and  the  imposition  of  a  $4.00 
surcharge  on  off-street  parking  from 
6  a.m.  to  10  a.m.  on  weekdays.  As  a  result 
of  these  measures,  there  will  be  a  sub¬ 
stantial  reduction  in  the  number  of  com¬ 
muter  trips  made  into  the  downtown 
area.  There  will  also  be  an  improvement 
in  traffic  flow'  and  reduction  in  collector 
and  local  circulation. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  regulations 
will  cAll  for  the  installation  of  a  metering 
system  for  the  downtown  ramps  of  In¬ 
terstate  91  in  conjunction  with  a  trafiBc- 
responsive,  digital-computer-controlled 
signal  system.  These  measures  will  im¬ 
prove  traffic  flow  and  increase  capacity 
but,  because  of  the  inherent  program¬ 
ming  cai>acity  of  the  system,  VMT  will 
also  be  reduced. 

Finally,  the  proposed  regulations  will 
provide  for  the  closing  of  Main  Street  to 
all  traffic  (except  loading  vehicles) ,  from 
the  railroad  overpass  at  the  north  to 
State  Street  at  the  south.  They  will  also 
provide  for  the  closing  off  of  major  cross 
streets  within  this  section  of  Main  Street 
to  create  large  blocks. 

The  Administrator  recognizes  that  in 
addition  to  these  restraints  on  vehicle 
usage,  there  must  be  adequate  alterna¬ 
tive  transportation  and/or  fringe  park¬ 
ing  facilities  if  the  controls  are,  in  fact, 
to  have  a  beneficial  effect  rather  than 
become  a  burden.  The  Administrator  is 
not  proposing  regulations  to  specifically 
assure  such  alternatives  and  facilities 
because,  on  the  basis  of  studies  presently 
available,  it  appears  that  the  best  al¬ 
ternatives  are  among  those  that  are  not 
appropriately  established  by  Federal  reg¬ 
ulation.  It  is  anticipated  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  restraints  will  prompt  a  variety  of 
private  decisions  relative  to  work  hoiu's, 
car-pooling,  and  similar  matters  that  will 
operate  to  ameliorate  the  adverse  imi>act 
of  the  restraints.  Similarly,  it  is  antici¬ 
pated  that  the  proposed  closing  of  Main 
Street  will  provide  the  opportimity  for 
the  implementation  of  a  pedestrian 
shopping  mall. 


In  all  cases  where  VMT  reducing  reg- 
ulaticMis  are  being  proposed  the  state  or 
city  will  be  required  to  take  steps  to 
accomplish  the  intended  result.  Failure 
to  comply  may  result  in  such  action  by 
the  Administrator  as  authorized  in  sec¬ 
tion  113  of  the  Act. 

EPA  doubts  whether  it  has  authority 
In  all  cases  where  it  must  promulgate 
portions  of  an  implementation  plan  to 
require  the  state  concerned  to  enforce 
that  promulgation.  This  is  so  even  though 
one  Circuit  Court  of  Appeals  has  indi¬ 
cated  that  such  a  power  does  indeed  exist. 
(Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  v. 
EPA.  No.  72-1219  (1st  Cir.  May  2.  1973) ) . 

Instead,  it  is  EPA’s  position  that  it  may 
require  states  or  cities  to  enforce  regula¬ 
tions  that  are  related  to  their  position 
as  owners  of  roads.  As  owners  of  roads, 
states  and  cities  may  be  held  directly  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  pollution  caused  by 
those  roads,  and  by  the  traflBc  which  the 
roads  make  possible,  and  may  be  re¬ 
quired  to  take  such  steps  as  are  neces¬ 
sary  to  ensure  that  the  roads  and  the 
activities  carried  out  on  them  cease  to 
cause  violations  of  air  quality  standards. 
Regulations  have  accordingly  been 
drafted  to  impose  enforcement  responsi¬ 
bility  on  the  states  or  cities  only  where 
the  activity  being  regulated  was,  in  the 
judgment  of  EPA,  closely  enough  related 
to  the  government’s  position  as  owner  of 
the  roads  to  justify  the  Imposition  of 
resp>onsibility  imder  this  theory. 

Proposed  Controls  on  Mobile  Source 
Emissions 

The  magnitude  of  the  emission  re¬ 
ductions  needed  are  such  that  full  at¬ 
tainment  by  VMT  reductions  is  not  pos¬ 
sible  in  the  period  prior  to  May  31,  1975, 
and  it  will  be  necessary  to  utilize  vehicle- 
emission  control  to  realize  the  balance. 
The  following  controls  are  proposed: 

All  light-duty  gasoline-powered  vehi¬ 
cles  will  be  required  to  be  inspected  an¬ 
nually  using  an  idle-mode  emission  test, 
a  relatively  inexpensive  testing  proce¬ 
dure,  to  assure  compliance  with  estab¬ 
lished  emission  standards.  EPA  is  also 
considering  the  requirement  for  a  loaded, 
or  dynamometer,  emission  test  if  con¬ 
tinuing  study  of  testing  procedures  in¬ 
dicates  that  it  would  be  necessary  and 
feasible.  Vehicle  owners  win  be  required 
to  obtain  any  maintenance  necessary 
to  ensure  that  aU  pollution  control  de¬ 
vices  on  the  vehicle  work  properly  and 
that  the  vehicle  operates  at  established 
emission  levels. 

For  the  Boston  Intrastate  Region,  the 
installation  of  evaporative  controls  to 
prevent  evaporation  of  gasoline  from  the 
gas  tank  and  carburetor  will  be  required 
on  all  pre-1972  model  year  light-duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicles  and  on  all  pre- 
1973  model  year  heavy-duty  gasoline- 
powered  vehicles.  Retrofit  of  vacuum 
spark  advance  disconnect  will  be  required 
on  all  pre-1970  model  year  light-duty 
gasoline-powered  vehicles.  A  further  re¬ 
quirement  will  be  the  installation  of  an 
oxidizing  catalyst  on  all  gasoline-powered 
light-duty  vehicles  in  fleets  of  10  or  more 
vehicles,  and  on  1972-1975  light-duty 
gasoline  vehicles. 
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Although  the  oxidizing  catalyst  and 
evaporative  control  devices  are  believed 
to  be  technologically  feasible  by  1975,  the 
Administrator  recognizes  that  it  is  not 
possible  to  Implement  these  control 
measures  in  the  Boston  Intrastate  Re¬ 
gion  and  the  Interstate  Region  by  that 
date.  Consequently,  the  Administrator 
proposes  to  grant  an  extension  of  2  years 
for  the  implementation  of  catalytic  retro¬ 
fit  control  devices.  The  Implementation 
of  evaporative  control  devices  will  still 
not  be  possible  in  1977.  However,  they 
may  not  be  necessary  if  catalytic  retro¬ 
fits  are  implemented  by  May  31,  1977. 

For  the  Interstate  Region,  all  light- 
duty  gasoline-powered  vehicles  will  be 
required  to  be  inspected  annually  using 
an  idle-mode  emission  test,  a  relatively 
inexpensive  testing  procedure,  to  assure 
compliance  with  established  emissions 
standards.  Vehicle  owners  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  have  performed  any  mainte¬ 
nance  necessary  to  ensure  that  all  pollu¬ 
tion  control  devices  on  the  vehicle  work 
properly  and  that  the  vehicle  operates 
at  established  emission  levels. 

A  further  requirement  will  be  the  in¬ 
stallation  of  an  oxidizing  catalyst  on  a 
certain  proportion  of  heavy-duty  gasoline 
vehicles  registered  in  the  Region. 

Although  the  oxidizing  catalyst  is  be¬ 
lieved  to  be  technologically  feasible  by 
1975,  the  Administrator  recognizes  that 
it  is  not  possible  to  implement  this  con¬ 
trol  strategy  by  that  date.  Consequently, 
the  Administrator  proposes  to  grant  an 
extension  of  2  years  for  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  this  control  strategy.  However, 
by  May  31,  1977,  the  reduction  of  carbon 
monoxide  provided  by  the  Federal  motor 
vehicle  emission  control  program  will 
render  the  heavy-duty  cat^ytic  retrofit 
control  strategy  unnecessary  for  the  In¬ 
terstate  Region. 

Accordingly,  the  Administrator  has  re¬ 
viewed  possible  Interim  measures  in  lieu 
of  catalyst  retrofit.  It  does  not  appear 
that  any  further  reductions  can  be  at¬ 
tained  through  more  stringent  controls 
of  vehicle  miles  of  travel.  The  suggested 
controls  for  implementation  in  the 
Springfield  CBD  are  as  stringent  as  tech¬ 
nologically  feasible  at  this  time.  Alter¬ 
natively,  restricting  travel  of  Route  1-91 
was  considered,  but  there  is  not  sufficient 
capacity  on  existing  highways  to  allow 
the  curtailment  of  use  of  1-91  in  the 
region  of  concern.  Review  of  possible 
mobile  source  emission  controls  available 
indicated  that  the  only  possible  measures 
not  already  scheduled  for  implementa¬ 
tion  which  could  be  Imposed  in  the  1975- 
1976  time  frame  are  non-catalytic  retro¬ 
fit  devices.  These  controls  are  only  ap¬ 
plicable  to  pre-1971  vehicles  and  would 
have  to  be  Implemented  throughout  the 
entire  air  quality  control  region  to  be 
effective.  Even  if  imposed,  these  con¬ 
trols  would  not  be  adequate  to  attain 
the  standards  before  May  31,  1977.  It 
was  felt  that  to  Impose  these  less  than 
adequate  controls  on  the  entire  region 
as  an  interim  measiu'e  to  achieve  reduc¬ 
tions  of  CO  in  a  one  square  mile  zone 
was  economically  unjustified. 


Summary  of  Effects  of  Transportation 
Controls 

INTERSTATE  REGION 

The  following  table  is  a  summary  of 
the  effects  of  each  element  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  strategy  on  the  overall  reduction 
necessary.  The  uncontrolled  emissions  of 
carbon  monoxide  within  Zone  1  in  1975 
are  estimated  at  6802  kg/day,  whereas 
the  total  allowable  emissions  if  the 
8-hour,  9-ppm  standard  is  to  be  met  are 
3660  kg/day.  All  calculations  are  based 
on  the  second  highest  recorded  8-hour 
average  of  20.9  ppm,  which  occurred  in 
Zone  1  in  1972,  The  proposed  strategies 
will  result  in  proportional  reductions  of 
emissions  in  Zone  2  of  the  downtown 
area,  which  will  be  adequate  to  meet  the 
standards  in  Zone  2. 

Compilation  or  ErrEcrs  or  Control  Strategy 
Nat  31,  1975  (ZONE  1) 


Carbon  Percent  of 

monoxide  total  reduction 
emissions,  due  to  each 

kf;/day  control 

^1975  1977  1975  1977 


Emissions  from 
transportation 

sources.. .  8802  5821  . 

Expected  reduction; 

(a)  Parking 
restrictions, 
traffic  (low 
improve¬ 
ments, 
closing  of 

streets .  -2177  -1863  69  85 

(b)  Inspection 
and 

maintenance.  —384  —329  13  15 

(c)  Oxidizing 
catalyst 
retroflt  on 
certain 
heavy-duty 

vehicles .  —.581  . .  18 . . 

Total  reductions .  -3142  -2192  100  100 

Emissions  remaining.  3660  3629  . 


Boston  Intrastate  Region 

The  following  tables  summarize  the  ef¬ 
fects  of  each  of  the  proposed  controls 
on  emissions  in  the  three  areas  in  which 
reductions  are  required.  The  May  31, 
1975,  summary  column  represents  the 
controls  herein  propKxsed  for  meeting  the 
national  standards  by  that  date.  The 
May  31,  1977,  summary  column  repre¬ 
sents  the  effects  of  the  proposed  control 
measures  after  granting  the  2-year  ex¬ 
tension  for  the  implementation  of  the 
catalytic  retrofit  control  devices. 

SCMM.VRY  OF  Effects  of  Controls  on  IIydrocardon 
Emissions  (kg/day) 


May  31,  May  31. 
1975  1977 


Nonvehicular  emissions  without 

further  control . 130,600  138,400 

Expected  reductions; 

Retail  gasoline  sales _ —16,830  —17,840 

Paint  use  control . —89,600  —41,970 

Organic  solvent  control _ —28,670  -26,090 

Total  reductions . —80,100  —84,900 

Remaining  nonvehicular  emis¬ 
sions . ;  60,500  68,600 

Motor  vehicle  emi.sslons  without 
further  control . 102,100  70,400 


Sc.mmary  of  Effects  of  Controls  of  FItdro- 
carbon  Emissions  (kg/day) — Continued 


May  31,  May  31, 
1975  1977 


Expected  reductions; 

Core  on-street  parking  ban .  —206  -142 

Core  ofl-street  parking  sur¬ 
charge . . . .  —5, 780  —3, 985 

Airport  parking  restrictions _  —1,112  —767 

Vehicle  use  prohibition _  —9, 950  —6, 861 

InspecUon-mtdntenance . .  —6,160  —4,247 

Evaporative  control— LDV _  —14,832 

Evaporative  control— HDV _  —1,449 

Vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect 

control .  -.5,  .590  -1,227 

Oxidizing  caWyst— fleet .  —2,364  — 1,.54.5 

Oxidizing  catalyst — LDV .  —9,244  —9,618 

Total  reductions . . —56,687  —28,392 

Remaining  motor  veliicle  emis¬ 
sions .  45,413  42.008 


Total  emissions  without  further 

controls _  232, 700  208, 800 

Total  reductions . -136,787  -113,292 

Total  emissions  remaining _ ;  95,913  95,508 

Equivalent  to  standard . . 97,000  97,000 


Summary  of  Effects  of  Controls 
Boston  .Core  Carbon  Monoxide  emissio.ns 

(kg/day) 


May  31,  May  31, 
1975  1977 


Motor  vehicle  emissions  without 

further  control . . . .  66, 350  49, 870 

Expected  reductions; 

Core  on-street  parking  ban .  —265  —199 

Core  ofl-street  parking  sur¬ 
charge .  —7, 454  —.5, 60.5 

Airport  parking  restrictions _  —1,523  —1,145 

Vehicle  use  prohibition _  —5, 908  —4, 443 

Inspection-maintenance . .  —3, 900  —2, 689 

Evaporative  control — LDV _  0  0 

Vacuum  spark  advance  disconnect 

control . 1,556  —803 

Oxidizing  catalyst— fleet .  ^270  —1,368 

Oxidizing  catalyst— LDV .  6,393  —6,364 

Total  reductions .  —29,269  —22,616 


Total  emis.sions  without  further 

controls . .  66, 350  —49, 870 

Total  reductions .  —29,269  —22,616 

Total  emisfslons  remaining .  37, 081  27, 254 

Equivalent  to  standard . 41,020  41,020 


Summary  of  Effects  of  Controls  East  Boston 
Carbon  Monoxide  Emissions 

(kg/day) 


May  31,  May  31, 
1975  1977 


Motor  vehicle  emissions  without 

further  control . . . .  6, 140  4,  760 

Expected  reductions; 

Core  on-street  parking  ban _  30  25 

Core  ofl-street  parking  sur¬ 
charge _ _ ;  844  658 

Airport  parking  restrictions _  1, 315  1, 019 

Vehicle  use  prohibition _ r._5  243  188 

Inspection-maintenance _ :  287  184 

Evaporative  control— LDV _ ;  0  0 

Evaporative  control — HDV _ _  0  0 

Vacuum  spark  advance  discon¬ 
nect  control _ 101  60 

Oxidizing  catalyst— fleet _ 210  102 

Oxidizing  eat^yst— LDV.=.=  414  476 

Total  reductions . . 8,424  2,711 


Total  emissions  without  further 

controls . .-7, _ 6,140  4,700 

Total  reductions _ —8,424  —2^711 

%7ie  %0«9 

Equivalent  to  standard 7:  77— ru  8, 780  8. 780 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  38,  NO.  126 — MONDAY,  JULY  2,  1973 


17694 


PROPOSED  RULES 


Interstate  and  Intrastate  Regions 

Additlcxial  technical  Informaticxi  Is 
contained  in  “Technical  Support  Docu¬ 
ment  for  the  Proposed  Transi>ortation 
Control  Strategy  for  the  Metropohtan 
Boston  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Control 
Region”  and  in  “Technical  Support  Doc¬ 
ument  for  the  Proposed  Transportati<Ki 
Control  Strategy  for  the  Massachusetts 
Portion  of  the  Hartford-New  Haven- 
Springfield  Interstate  Air  Quality  Con¬ 
trol  Region.”  Both  documents  are  avail¬ 
able  from  the  Environmental  Protection 
Agency,  Region  I  Office,  Room  2203,  John 
F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building,  Boston, 
Massachusetts. 

Economic  and  Social  Impact  of 
The  Transportation  Control  Plan 

Congress  recognized  that  achievement 
of  the  goals  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  would 
have  a  significant  impact  on  many  urban 
areas.  A  thorough  and  quantitative  as¬ 
sessment  of  the  impact  of  the  plan  on 
the  economic  and  social  fabric  of  the 
commimity  has  not  been  possible  because 
of  lack  of  time  and  the  innate  complexity 
of  the  issues.  In  the  following  discussion, 
we  have  tried  to  describe  the  type  of  im¬ 
pacts  that  would  occur.  First,  vehicle 
owners  may  have  to  assume  the  direct 
costs  of  emissions  abatement  equipment 
required  to  bring  their  vehicles  into  com¬ 
pliance.  Second,  reduction  in  the  mobility 
of  workers  and  consumers  could  have  a 
major  impact  on  the  econimic  fabric  of 
the  community.  Third,  interference  with 
the  ability  of  citizens  to  move  as  freel3r- 
as  before  may  alter  the  life-style  of  the 
region  slightly.  Obviously,  the  severity 
of  the  impact  depends  on  the  degree  of 
vehicle  usage  restrictions  imposed,  on  the 
manner  in  which  direct  costs  of  abate¬ 
ment  equipment  are  financed,  and  the 
degree  to  which  effects  can  be  amelio¬ 
rated  by  the  improvement  of  the  transit 
system. 

Because  it  is  not  possible  to  effect  suf¬ 
ficient  VMT  reductions  to  meet  the 
standards  by  that  means  alone,  all  the 
possible  combinations  of  controls  that 
W’ere  considered  included  an  inspection 
and  maintenance  program  and  the  use 
of  additional  emission  control  equipment 
on  existing  vehicles.  The  combination 
proposed  requires  the  least  possible  ex¬ 
penditure  by  the  individual  light-duty 
vehicle  owner.  The  probable  annual  cost 
of  the  required  inspection  should  be 
about  $5,  with  an  additional  $15  to  $25 
cost  required  if  maintenance  is  needed: 
the  maintenance  is  of  course  desirable 
on  its  own  merit,  and  thus  is  not  viewed 
as  a  serious  burden.  The  vacuum  spark 
advance  disconnect  devices  are  also  in¬ 
expensive,  about  $10  to  $15  per  vehicle 
installed. 

The  oxidizing  catalyst  requirements 
are  somew'hat  more  expensive,  about  $200 
per  vehicle  Installed.  This  Is  of  particu¬ 
lar  concern  with  respect  to  the  provision 
of  catalysts  on  older  light-duty  vehicles. 
Thus  the  requirement  for  catalyst  con¬ 
trols  for  the  Intrastate  Region  is  placed 
on  newer  rather  than  older  vehicles,  since 
the  cost  is  smaller  in  comparison  with 
the  greater  value  of  the  newer  vehicle. 
If  the  catalyst  costs  fall  directly  on  the 


individual  light-duty  vehicle  owmer, 
however,  the  sp>ecific  burden  will  weigh 
more  heavily  on  the  low-income  families. 
Consequently,  it  is  suggested  that  the 
Commonwealth  consider  subsidizing 
these  costs,  perhaps  through  a  bond  issue 
retired  from  an  additional  gasoline  tax. 

Effects  on  the  Economic  and  Social 
Fabric  of  the  Community 

Any  direct  or  indirect  effects  of  the 
plan  on  the  economy  of  the  area  are  pri¬ 
marily  dependent  on  the  extent  of  the 
reduction  in  VMT  required.  Since  the  de¬ 
gree  of  restriction  is  relatively  small,  it  is 
expected  that  the  principal  effects  will 
be  more  a  matter  of  social  adjustments 
than  of  serious  economic  consequences 
although  the  impact  on  a  small  number 
of  businesses  in  urban  core  areas  may  be 
severe.  This  is  contingent  ui>on  the  con¬ 
tinued  availability  of  adequate  mass 
transit  capacity:  this  capacity  wall  be 
strained,  particularly  during  peak  pe¬ 
riods,  for  the  initial  time  before  other 
ameliorating  private  readjustments 
occur. 

EPA  Efforts  To  Mitigate  the  Effects 
OF  Proposed  Regulations 

The  combined  effects  of  these  pro¬ 
posed  regulations,  together  with  the 
Massachusetts  Implementation  Plan, 
wall  eliminate  the  danger  to  human 
health  and  welfare  that  exists  in  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Region  and  in  the 
Springfield  area  of  the  Interstate  Region 
as  the  result  of  air  pollution.  They  may, 
however,  have  adverse  economic  and  so¬ 
cial  impacts,  and  the  Administrator  wdll 
make  every  effort  possible  to  mitigate 
the  effects  of  his  final  promulgation.  He 
will  be  in  contact  with  the  Department 
of  Transportation  and  other  depart¬ 
ments  as  necessary.  The  Administrator 
wall  request  that  the  departments  and 
agencies  give  special  attention  to  the 
need  for  fimding  to  provide  adequate 
mass  transit  to  replace  the  automobile 
travel  eliminated  by  the  proposed  con¬ 
trols. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

The  Administrator  intends  that  the 
finally  adopted  plans  be  as  responsive 
as  possible  to  the  needs  of  the  Boston 
Intrastate  Region  and  the  Massachusetts 
portion  of  the  Interstate  Region:  he 
therefore  desires  to  obtain  the  comments 
and  suggestions  of  the  public  on  the 
problems  of  achieving  the  ambient  air 
quality  standards  in  the  Boston  Intra¬ 
state  and  the  Interstate  Region.  Com¬ 
ments  are  particularly  invited  pertaining 
to  the  other  measures  that  may  be  taken 
by  Federal,  State,  or  local  auth  -  -ities  to 
support  or  supplement  the  proposed  air 
pollution  control  measures. 

Public  hearings  will  be  held  on  this 
and  alternative  proposals  in  Boston  at 
Faneuil  Hall  starting  at  10  a.m.  on 
July  19  and  20,  1973.  Hearings  will  also 
be  held  in  Springfield  at  the  Springfield 
Technical  Community  College,  1  Armory 
Square,  starting  at  10  a.m.  on  July  23, 
1973. 

The  Administrator’s  final  promulga¬ 
tion  of  transjiortation  controls  for  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Reglwi  and  the  Mas¬ 


sachusetts  portion  of  the  Interstate  Re¬ 
gion  will  be  influenced  by  the  comments 
and  testimony  he  receives,  as  well  as  by 
any  further  approvable  strategies  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  State  as  part  of  the  State 
Implementation  Plan.  These  influences, 
and  the  additional  analysis  of  alternative 
strategies  that  can  be  made  in  the  time 
between  this  proposal  and  final  promul¬ 
gation,  may  lead  the  Administrator  to 
adopt  final  regulatons  that  differ  in  im¬ 
portant  ways  from  this  proposal. 

Submittal  of  Written  Comments 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  r/ritten 
comments,  preferably  in  triplicate,  to 
the  Administrator,  EPA,  Region  I,  Room 
2203,  John  F.  Kennedy  Federal  Building. 
Boston,  Massachusetts.  All  relevant  com¬ 
ments  received  on  or  before  August  1, 
1972.  Receipt  of  comments  will  be  ac¬ 
knowledged,  but  substantive  reponses  to 
individual  comments  will  not  be  pro¬ 
vided.  Comments  received  will  be  avail¬ 
able  for  public  inspection  during  normal 
business  hours  at  the  EPA  Region  I  Of¬ 
fice.  The  changes  proposed  by  this  notice, 
with  appropriate  modification,  will  be 
effective  as  noted.  This  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rulemaking  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  sections  110(c)  and  301(a) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857  et  seq.) 

Dated:  June  22, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

It  is  proposed  to  amend  Part  52  of 
Chapter  I,  Title  40,  of  the  Code  of  Fed¬ 
eral  Regulations  as  follows: 

Subpart  W — Massachusetts 

1.  Section  52.1128  is  amended  by  add¬ 
ing  paragraphs  (b)  through  (n)  as  fol¬ 
lows: 

§  52.1128  Transportation  and  land  use 
t'onirols. 

•  •  •  •  # 

(b)  Definitions.  (1)  For  purposes  of 
this  section: 

(i)  “Register,”  as  applied  to  a  motor 
vehicle,  means  the  licensing  of  such 
motor  vehicle  for  general  opieration  on 
public  roads  or  highways  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  agency  of  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  or  by  the  State. 

(ii)  “Boston  Intrastate  Region”  means 
the  Metroiwlitan  Boston  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region,  as  defined  in 
Title  40,  Part  81,  of  the  Code  of  Fedei-al 
Regulations,  §  81.19. 

(iii)  “Interstate  Region”  means  the 
Massachusetts  portion  of  the  Hartford- 
New  Haven-Springfield  Interstate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region  as  defined  in 
§  81.26  of  this  tile. 

(iv)  “Boston  core  area”  means  that 
portion  of  the  City  of  Boston,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  contained  within  the  following 
boimdaries:  the  Charles  River  and 
Boston  Inner  Harbor  on  the  northwest, 
north,  and  northeast:  the  Inner  Harbor, 
Fort  Point  Channel,  West  Fourth  Street, 
Fitzgerald  Expressway,  and  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Avenue  Expressway  access 
branch  on  the  east  and  southeast: 
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Massachusetts  Avenue,  Tremont  Street, 
Ruggles  Street,  Huntington  Avenue,  and 
Longwood  Street  on  the  south;  Riverway, 
Park  Drive,  Mountfort  Street,  and  the 
Boston  University  Bridge  on  the  west. 
Where  a  street  or  roadway  forms  a 
boimdary,  the  entire  right-of-way  of  the 
street  Is  within  the  Boston  core  area  as 
here  defined. 

(c)  Regulation  on  evaporative  emis¬ 
sions  from  retail  gasoline  outlets.  (1)  For 
purposes  of  this  paragraph,  "retail  gaso¬ 
line  outlet”  means  any  service  station, 
filling  station,  garage,  store,  or  other 
place  of  business  at  which  gasoline  is 
transferred  directly  to  consumers  In  the 
regular  course  of  business. 

(2)  nils  regulation  is  applicable  with¬ 
in  the  Boston  Intrastate  Region.  The  re¬ 
quirements  of  this  regulation  shall  be  in 
effect  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (f) 
of  this  section. 

(3)  No  person  shall  load  or  permit  the 
loading  of  gasoline  into  any  storage  tank 
at  a  retail  gasoline  outlet  unless  such 
tank  is  equipped  with  a  vapor  collection 
and  disposal  system,  or  its  equivalent, 
properly  Installed,  in  good  working  order, 
and  in  operation.  Loading  shall  be  ac¬ 
complished  in  such  a  manner  that  all  dis¬ 
placed  vapor  and  air  will  be  vented  only 
to  the  vapor  disposal  system.  A  means 
shall  be  provided  to  prevent  gasoline 
drainage  from  the  loading  device  when  it 
is  removed  from  the  tank,  or  to  accom¬ 
plish  complete  drainage  before  such  re¬ 
moval.  The  v^or  disposal  portion  of  the 
system  shall  consist  of  one  of  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

(i)  An  absorber  system  or  condensa¬ 
tion  system  with  a  minimum  recovery 
efficiency  of  90  percent  by  weight  of  all 
the  volatile  organic  compoimd  vapors 
and  gases  entering  such  disposal  system. 

(li)  A  vapor  handling  system  which 
directs  all  vapors  to  a  fuel  gas  system. 

(ill)  Other  equipment  of  at  least  90 
percent  efficiency,  provided  plans  for 
such  equipment  are  submitted  to  and 
approved  by  the  Administrator  or  his 
designee. 

Intermediate  storage  vessels  may  be  used 
prior  to  disposal  of  vapors  imder  para¬ 
graph  (c)(2)  (i),  (li),  or  (iii)  of  this 
section,  provided  they  are  so  designed  as 
to  prevent  release  of  vapors  at  any  time 
during  use. 

(4)  No  person  shall  fuel,  or  permit  the 
fueling  of,  any  motor  vehicle  with  gas¬ 
oline  from  a  fueling  system  (i.e.,  nozzle, 
coupler,  flexible  hose,  pump  and  appur¬ 
tenances)  that  is  not  equipped  with  a 
vapor  balance  system  or  equally  effec¬ 
tive  control  system,  certified  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  or  his  designee  as  able  to 
prevent  all  vapor  emissions  to  the  am¬ 
bient  air. 

(5)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

(d)  Regulation  on  organic  solvent 
use.  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph: 

(1)  “Organic  solvents’*  means  those 
organic  materials  that  are  liquids  at 


standard  conditions  and  which  are  used 
as  dissolvers,  viscosity  reducers,  or  clean¬ 
ing  agents. 

(ii)  “Photochemically  reactive  solvent” 
means  any  solvent  with  an  aggregate  of 
more  than  20  percent  of  its  total  vol¬ 
ume  composed  of  the  chemical  com¬ 
pounds  classified  below  or  which  ex¬ 
ceeds  any  of  the  following  Individual 
percentage  composition  limitations  in 
reference  to  the  total  volume  of  solvent: 

(a)  A  combination  of  hydrocarbons 
alcohols,  aldehydes,  esters,  ethers  or 
ketones  having  an  olefinic  or  cycloole- 
finic  type  of  imsaturation:  5  percent: 

(b)  A  combination  of  aromatic  com¬ 
pounds  with  eight  or  more  carbon  atoms 
to  the  molecule  (except  ethylbenzene) : 
8  percent; 

(c)  A  combination  of  ethylbenzene, 
ketones  having  branched  hydrocarbon 
structures,  trichloroethylene,  or  toluene: 
20  percent. 

Whenever  any  organic  solvent  or  any 
constituent  of  an  organic  solvent  may 
be  classified  from  its  chemical  structiure 
into  more  than  one  of  the  above  groups 
of  organic  compounds,  it  shall  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  member  of  the  most  reac¬ 
tive  chemical  group,  that  is,  that  group 
having  the  least  allowable  percentage 
of  the  total  volume  of  solvents. 

(iii)  “Organic  material”  means  any 
chemical  compound  of  carbon  other 
than  carbon  monoxide'  carbon  dioxide, 
carbonic  acid,  metallic  carbides  and  car¬ 
bonates.  and  ammonium  carbonate. 

(iv)  "Dry-cleaning  operation”  means 
that  process  in  which  an  organic  solvent 
is  used  in  the  commercial  cleaning  of 
garments  and  other  fabric  materials. 

(2)  This  regrilation  is  applicable  with¬ 
in  the  Boston  Intrastate  Region.  The 
requirements  of  this  regulation  shall  be 
in  effect  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(f)  of  this  section,  except  for  paragraph 
(f)  (12)  of  this  section,  which  shall  be 
effective  upon  promulgation  in  final 
form. 

(3)  No  person  shall  cause,  suffer,  al¬ 
low,  or  permit  the  emission  of  more  than 
15  pounds  of  organic  materials  in  any 
one  day  (24  hours)  or  more  than  3 
pounds  of  organic  materials  in  any  one 
hour  from  any  dry-cleaning  operation 
or  from  any  facility  in  which  any  organic 
material  comes  into  contact  with  flame 
or  is  baked,  heat-cured,  or  heat-polym¬ 
erized,  in  the  presence  of  oxygen,  unless 
all  organic  materials  emitted  from  such 
facility  are  reduced  by  at  least  85  per¬ 
cent  by  weight  through  employment  of 
suitable  control  equipment  approved  by 
the  Administrator  or  his  designee. 

(4)  No  person  shall  cause,  suffer,  allow, 
or  permit  the  emission  of  more  than  40 
pounds  of  organic  materials  in  any  one 
day  (24  hours)  or  more  than  8  pounds 
in  any  one  hour  from  any  facility,  such 
as,  but  not  limited  to,  the  manufacture 
of  solvents,  coatings,  rubber,  plastics; 
the  application  of  coatings  by  rolling, 
brushing,  or  spraying;  degreasing  and 
dry-cleaning  operations  which  employ, 
evaporate,  or  dry  any  photochemically 
reactive  hydrocarbon  or  material  con¬ 
taining  such  hydrocarbon  unless  all  or¬ 
ganic  materials  emitted  from  such  fa¬ 


cility  are  reduced  at  least  85  percent 
by  weight  through  employment  of  suit¬ 
able  control  equipment  approved  by  the 
(jrovemor  or  his  designee. 

(5)  Any  series  of  articles,  machines, 
equipment  or  other  contrivances  de¬ 
signed  for  processing  a  continuously 
moving  sheet,  web,  strip,  or  wire  which 
is  subjected  to  any  combination  of  op¬ 
erations  described  in  paragraph  (d)(3) 
or  (4)  of  this  section  Involving  any 
photochemically  reactive  solvent,  or 
material  containing  such  solvent,  shall 
be  subject  to  compliance  with  paragraph 

(d)  (4)  of  this  section.  Where  only  non- 
photochemically  reactive  solvents  are 
employed  or  applied,  and  where  any  por¬ 
tion  or  portions  of  said  series  of  articles, 
machines,  equipment  or  other  contriv¬ 
ances  involves  operations  described  in 
paragraph  (d)  (3)  of  this  section,  said 
portions  shall  be  collectively  subject  to 
compliance  with  paragraph  (d)(3)  of 
this  section. 

(6)  Emissions  of  organic  materials  to 
the  atmosphere  from  the  clean-up  with 
photochemically  reactive  solvents,  of 
any  article,  machine,  equipment,  or 
other  contrivance  describe  in  para¬ 
graph  (d)  (3),  (4),  or  (5)  of  this  section, 
shall  be  included  with  the  other  emis¬ 
sions  of  organic  materials  from  that 
article,  machine,  equipment,  or  other 
contrivance  for  determining  compliance 
with  this  rule. 

(7)  Emissions  of  organic  materials  to 
the  atmosphere  as  a  result  of  spon¬ 
taneously  continuing  drying  of  products 
for  the  first  12  hours  after  their  removal 
from  any  article,  machine,  equipment, 
or  other  contrivance  described  in  para¬ 
graph  (d)(3),  (4),  or  (5)  of  this  section, 
shall  be  included  with  other  emissions  of 
organic  materials  from  that  article, 
machine,  equipment,  or  other  contriv¬ 
ance  for  determining  compliance  with 
this  rule. 

(8)  Emissions  of  organic  materials 
into  the  atmosphere  required  to  be  con¬ 
trolled  by  paragraph  (d)(3),  (4)  or  (5) 
of  this  section,  shall  be  reduced  by  in¬ 
cineration,  adsorption,  or  other  process¬ 
ing  in  a  manner  determined  by  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  his  designee  to  be  not  less  effec¬ 
tive  than  Incineration  or  adsorption, 
provided  that,  if  Incineration  is  used, 
90  percent  or  more  of  the  carbon  in  the 
organic  material  is  completely  oxidized 
to  carbon  dioxide. 

(9)  A  person  incinerating,  adsorbing, 
or  otherwise  processing  organic  mate¬ 
rials  pursuant  to  this  rule  shall  provide; 
properly  install;  and  maintain  in  cali¬ 
bration,  in  good  working  order,  and  in 
operation,  devices  as  specified  by  the 
Governor  or  his  designee  for  indicating 
temperatures,  pressures,  rates  of  fiow, 
or  other  operating  ccoiditions  necessary 
to  determine  the  degree  and  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  pollution  control  attained. 

(10)  Any  person  using  organic  sol¬ 
vents  or  any  materials  containing 
organic  solvents  shall  supply  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  or  his  designee,  upon  request  and 
in  the  manner  and  form  prescribed, 
written  evidence  of  the  chemical  compo¬ 
sition,  physical  properties,  and  amount 
consumed  for  each  organic  solvent  used. 
The  provisions  of  this  regulation  shall 
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not  apply  to  the  employment,  ap¬ 
plication,  evaporation,  or  drying  of 
saturated  halogenated  hydrocarbons  or 
perchlorethylKie. 

(11)  No  person  shall  cause,  suffer, 
allow,  or  permit  the  disposal  in  any  one 
day  (24  hours)  of  a  total  of  more  than 
1.5  gallons  of  any  photochemically  re¬ 
active  hydrocarbon  or  of  any  material 
containing  more  than  1.5  gallons  of  any 
such  photochemically  reactive  hydro¬ 
carbon  by  means  which  will  permit  the 
evaporation  of  such  hydrocarbon  into 
the  atmosphere. 

(12)  The  failure  of  any  person  to 
comply  with  any  provision  of  this  para¬ 
graph  shall  render  such  person  in  viola¬ 
tion  of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable 
implementation  plan,  and  subject  to  en¬ 
forcement  action  imder  section  113  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act. 

(e)  Regulation  on  paints  and  archi¬ 
tectural  coatings.  (1)  This  regulation  is 
applicable  within  the  Boston  Intrastate 
Region.  All  sources  subject  to  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  in  compliance  with  para¬ 
graph  (e)(2),  (3)  and  (4)  of  this  sectiMi 
on  or  before  l^ptember  15, 1974. 

(2)  No  person  shall  sell  or  offer  for 
sale,  for  use  within  the  Boston  Interstate 
Regicm,  in  ccmtainers  of  1  quart  or 
greater  capacity,  any  paint  or  other 
architectural  coating  containing  photo¬ 
chemically  reactive  solvCTit,  as  defined 
in  paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section. 

(3)  No  person  shall  employ,  apply, 
evaporate,  or  dry  any  paint  or  other  ar¬ 
chitectural  coating,  purchased  in  con¬ 
tainers  of  1  quart  or  greater  capacity, 
containing  photochemically  reactive 
solvent,  as  defined  in  paragraph  (c)(1) 
of  this  section. 

(4)  No  person  shall  thin  or  dilute  paint 
or  any  other  architectural  coating  with  a 
photochemically  reactive  solvent,  as  de¬ 
fined  in  paragraph  (c)(1)  of  this  section. 

(5)  No  person  shall  during  any  one 
day  dispose  of  a  total  of  more  than  1.5 
gallons  of  any  photochemically  reactive 
solvent,  as  defined  in  paragraph  (c)(1) 
of  this  section,  or  of  any  material  con¬ 
taining  more  than  1.5  gallons  of  any  such 
photochemically  reactive  solvent  by  any 
means  which  will  permit  the  evaporation 
of  such  solvent  into  the  atmosphere. 

(6)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of  a 
requirement  of  an  applicable  implemen¬ 
tation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforcement 
action  imder  section  113  of  the  (Tlean  Air 
Act. 

(f)  Federal  compliance  schedules.  (1) 
Except  as  provided  in  paragraph  (f )  (3) 
of  this  section,  the  owner  or  operator  of 
a  source  subject  to  paragraph  (c)(3)  or 
(d)  of  this  section  shall  comply  with  the 
increments  of  progress  contained  in  the 
following  schedule: 

(i)  Pinal  control  plans  for  emission 
control  systems  or  process  modifications 
must  be  submitted  not  later  than  Sep¬ 
tember  15. 1973. 

(ii)  Contracts  for  emission  control  sys¬ 
tems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 


cation  not  later  than  November  15,  1973. 

(iii)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  modification  must  l^gin 
not  later  than  April  15, 1974. 

(iv)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  completed 
not  later  than  April  15,  1975. 

(v)  Final  compliance  is  to  be  achieved 
not  later  than  May  31,  1975. 

(Vi)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources  subject  to  compliance 
schedule  in  this  subparagraph  shall  cer¬ 
tify  to  the  Administrator,  within  five 
days  after  the  deadline  for  each  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress,  whether  or  not  the 
required  increment  of  progress  has  been 
met. 

(2)  Except  as  provided  in  paragraph 
(f )  (4)  of  this  section,  the  owner  or  op¬ 
erator  of  a  source  subject  to  paragraph 

(c) (4)  of  this  section  shall  comply  with 
the  increments  of  progress  contained  in 
the  following  compliance  schedule: 

(i)  Final  control  plans  for  emission 
control  systems  or  process  modifications 
must  be  submitted  not  later  than  Feb.  15, 
1974. 

(ii)  Contracts  for  emission  control  sys¬ 
tems  or  process  modifications  must  be 
awarded  or  orders  must  be  issued  for  the 
purchase  of  component  parts  to  accom¬ 
plish  emission  control  or  process  modifi¬ 
cation  not  later  than  August  15,  1974. 

(iii)  Initiation  of  on-site  construction 
or  installation  of  emission  control  equip¬ 
ment  or  process  modification  must  begin 
not  later  than  February  15,  1975. 

(iv)  On-site  construction  or  installa¬ 
tion  of  emission  control  equipment  or 
process  modification  must  be  cmpleted 
not  later  than  February  15,  1976. 

(v)  Federal  compliance  is  to  be 
achieved  not  later  than  May  31,  1976. 

(vi)  Any  owner  or  operator  of  sta¬ 
tionary  sources  subject  to  the  compliance 
schedule  in  this  subparagraph  shall  cer¬ 
tify  to  the  Administrator,  within  five 
days  after  the  deadline  for  each  incre¬ 
ment  of  progress,  whether  or  not  the  re¬ 
quired  increment  of  progress  has  been 
met. 

(3)  Paragraph  (f)(1)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply: 

(i)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragraphs  (c)  (3)  or 

(d)  of  this  section  and  which  has  cer¬ 
tified  such  compliance  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  by  September  15,  1973.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  request  whatever  sup¬ 
porting  information  he  considers  neces¬ 
sary  for  proper  certification. 

(ii)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  and  approved  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator. 

(iii)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  op¬ 
erator  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
September  15,  1973,  a  proposed  alterna¬ 
tive  schedule.  No  such  sch^ule  may  pro¬ 
vide  for  compliance  after  May  31,  1975. 
If  promulgated  by  the  Administrator, 
such  schedule  shall  satisfy  the  require¬ 
ments  of  this  paragraph  for  the  affected 
source. 

(4)  Paragraph  (f)  (2)  of  this  section 
shall  not  apply : 


(1)  To  a  source  which  is  presently  in 
compliance  with  paragraph  (c)  (4)  of 
this  section  and  which  has  certified  such 
compliance  to  the  Administrator  by  Feb¬ 
ruary  15,  1974.  The  Administrator  may 
request  whatever  supporting  informa¬ 
tion  he  considers  necessary  for  proper 
certification. 

(ii)  To  a  source  for  which  a  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  is  adopted  by  the  State 
and  approved  by  the  Administrator. 

(iii)  To  a  source  whose  owner  or  op¬ 
erator  submits  to  the  Administrator,  by 
February  15,  1974,  a  proposed  alternative 
schedule.  No  such  schedule  may  provide 
for  compliance  after  May  31,  1975.  If 
promulgated  by  the  Administrator,  such 
schedule  shall  satisfy  the  requirements 
of  this  paragraph  for  the  affected  source. 

(5)  Nothing  in  this  paragraph  shall 
preclude  the  Administrator  from  promul¬ 
gating  a  separate  schedule  for  any  source 
to  which  the  application  of  the  compli¬ 
ance  schedule  in  paragraph  (f)  (1)  or 

(2)  of  this  section  fails  to  satisfy  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  40  CFR  51.15  (b)  and  (c) . 

(g)  Regulation  limiting  on-street 
parking.  (1)  For  purposes  of  this  para¬ 
graph,  “on-street  parking”  means  stop¬ 
ping  a  motor  vehicle  on  a  street  or  ad¬ 
jacent  to  a  curb  or  sidewalk,  whether  or 
not  a  person  remains  in  the  vehicle. 

(2)  Beginning  on  or  before  May  1, 
1974,  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachu¬ 
setts,  together  with  the  City  of  Boston 
and  other  political  or  administrative  sub¬ 
divisions  of  the  Commonwealth,  shall 
prohibit  on-street  parking  on  all  streets, 
highways,  and  other  roadways  within  the 
Boston  core  area,  as  defined  in  para¬ 
graph  (b)  of  this  section,  over  which 
they  have  ownership  or  control,  such 
prohibition  to  be  in  effect,  as  a  minimum, 
during  the  hours  of  6  to  10  a.m.  and  4 
to  6  p.m.,  except  on  Saturdays,  Sundays, 
and  legal  holidays.  The  prohibition  shall 
state  that  vehicles  parked  in  violation 
of  the  prohibition  shall  be  towed  away, 
and  that  the  owner  be  subject  to  a  fine 
of  not  less  than  $50.00.  The  prohibition 
may  provide  procedures  for  exempting 
vehicles  owned  by  residents  of  the  Bos¬ 
ton  core  area  that  are  parked  at  or  near 
the  owner’s  residence,  if  such  on-street 
parking  is  made  necessary  by  the  lack  of 
other  parking  facilities,  and  if  the  park¬ 
ing  is  on  a  minor  street  which  carries  lit¬ 
tle  traffic  during  the  time  of  day  the  pro¬ 
hibition  is  in  effect. 

(3)  Beginning  on  or  before  May  1, 
1974,  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachu¬ 
setts,  together  with  the  CSty  of  Spring- 
field  and  other  politi(^l  or  administra¬ 
tive  subdivisions  of  the  Conunonwealth, 
shall  prohibit  on-street  parking  on  all 
streets,  highways,  and  other  roadways 
within  the  Springfield  downtown  area 
(defined  as  the  area  bounded  by  the 
Connecticut  River;  Lyman,  Maple,  and 
Washington  Streets;  and  Sumner  Ave¬ 
nue)  over  which  they  have  ownership  or 
control,  such  prohibition  to  be  in  effect, 
as  a  minimum,  during  the  hours  of  6  a.m. 
to  6  p.m.  except  on  Saturdays,  Sundays, 
and  legal  holidays.  The  prohibition  shall 
state  that  vehicles  parked  in  violation 
of  the  prohibition  shall  be  towed  away. 
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and  that  the  owner  shall  be  subject  to  a 
fine  of  not  less  than  $50.00. 

(4)  On  or  after  May  1, 1974,  no  owner 
of  a  motor  vehicle  shall  park,  or  permit 
the  parking  of,  said  vehicle  on  a  street 
or  roadway  within  the  Boston  core  area 
as  defined  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  or  within  the  Springfield  downtown 
area  as  defined  above,  in  violation  of  the 
prohibition  called  for  in  paragraph  (g) 

(2)  and  (3)  of  this  section. 

(5)  The  Grovemor  of  the  Common¬ 
wealth  of  Massachusetts,  and  the  chief 
executive  of  each  governmental  entity 
subject  to  the  other  requirements  of 
paragraph  (g)  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  within  6  months  after  the  promul¬ 
gation  of  these  regulations  in  final  form, 
shall  submit  to  the  Administrator  for  his 
approval  a  detailed  statement  of  the 
legal  and  administrative  steps  chosen  to 
effect  the  prohibition  provided  for  in 
paragraph  (g)  (2)  of  this  section,  and  a 
schedule  for  their  implementation  that 
provides  for  their  full  effectiveness  no 
later  than  May  1,  1974.  Such  schedule 
shall  Include,  as  a  minimum,  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

(1)  Designation  of  one  or  more  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  the  administration 
and  enforcement  of  the  program. 

(ii)  The  procedures  by  which  the 
designated  agency  will  enforce  the  pro¬ 
hibition  provided  for  in  paragraph 

(g)  (2)  of  this  section. 

(6)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

As  to  compliance  schedules,  state  or 
other  governmental  entity  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if  it 
falls  to  timely  submit  any  required  com¬ 
pliance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain  in  satisfactory  form  each  of  the 
elements  it  is  required  to  contain. 

(h)  Regulation  for  parking  surcharge. 
(1)  For  pimposes  of  this  paragraph,  “off- 
street  parking  space”  means  any  area  or 
space  below,  above,  or  at  ground  level, 
open  or  enclosed,  which  is  used  for  park¬ 
ing  one  light-duty  vehicle  at  any  given 
time. 

(2)  A  surcharge  of  $5.00  per  day  vehi¬ 
cle  in  the  Boston  Intrastate  Region,  and 
of  $4.00  per  day  per  vehicle  in  the  In¬ 
terstate  Region,  shall  be  applied  imder 
conditions  as  provided  in  paragraph 

(h)  (4)  of  this  section  to  any  contract  or 
other  agreement  among  private  parties 
whereby  parking  a  motor  vehicle  in  an 
off-street  parking  space  is  permitted  by 
any  person  in  exchange  for  a  considera¬ 
tion.  Such  surcharge  shall  be  collected 
by  the  person  providing  the  permission 
to  park  and  paid  to  ERA,  or  any  agency 
approved  by  ERA,  on  a  periodic  basis  as 
ERA  or  the  agency  approved  by  it  shall 
specify.  ERA,  or  the  agency  approved  by 
ERA,  shall  deduct  such  funds  as  neces- 
.sary  to  properly  administer  and  enforce 
the  surcharge,  and  shall  transfer  the 


remainder  to  the  Commonwealth  of 
Massachusetts. 

(3)  A  surcharge  of  $5.00  per  day  per 
vehicle  in  the  Boston  Intrastate  Region, 
and  of  $4.00  per  day  per  vehicle  in  the 
Interstate  Region,  shall  be  levied,  under 
conditions  as  provided  in  paragraph  (h) 

(4)  of  this  section,  for  the  use  of  any 
off-street  parking  space  in  any  public 
parking  facility  owned,  operated,  or  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Commonwealth  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  or  the  City  of  Boston  or  any 
agency,  department,  or  commission  of 
either.  Such  surcharge  shall  be  collected 
by  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts 
or  the  City  of  Boston  or  their  designated 
agents,  and  such  proceeds  shall,  after  de¬ 
duction  of  funds  necessary  to  administer 
and  enforce  the  collection  of  the  sur¬ 
charge,  be  utilized  to  fimd  mass  transit 
facilities  and  service  improvements. 

(4)  The  surcharge  provided  for  in 
paragraphs  (h)  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion,  shall  be  applicable,  beginning  De¬ 
cember  1,  1974,  to  all  parking  at  Logan 
International  Airport  between  the  hours 
of  6  a.m.  and  10  p.m.,'  to  all  parking  ar¬ 
rangements  within  the  Boston  core  area, 
as  defined  in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  wherein  the  motor  vehicle  is  deliv¬ 
ered  for  parking  during  the  hours  of 
6  a.m.  to  10  a.m.;  and  in  the  area  bounded 
by  the  Connecticut  River,  Lyman  Street, 
Maple  Street,  Washington  Street,  and 
Siunmer  Avenue  in  the  Interstate  Region 
between  6  a.m.  and  6  p.m.  on  a  day  other 
than  Saturday,  Sunday,  or  a  legal  holi¬ 
day. 

(5)  Each  owner  or  operator,  whether  a 
private  person  or  a  governmental  entity, 
of  an  off-street  parking  facility  locate 
within  the  Boston  Core  Area,  as  defined 
in  paragraph  (b)  of  this  section,  at 
Logan  International  Airport,  or  within 
the  Springfield  downtown  area  as  defined 
in  paragraph  (h)  (4)  of  this  section  shall, 
by  October  1,  1973,  report  to  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  the  number  of  parking  spaces 
in  each  such  facility  under  his  ownership 
or  control. 

(6)  Each  owner  or  operator  of  a  park¬ 
ing  facility  subject  to  this  paragraph 
shall  submit  an  accounting  of  the  num¬ 
ber  of  parking  spaces  used  during  the 
hours  the  surcharge  is  in  effect  and  the 
funds  collected.  This  accounting  shall  be 
made  on  a  quarterly  basis,  in  such  man¬ 
ner  and  form  as  the  Administrator  may 
subsequently  provide  for  by  regulation 
published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

(7)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

(i)  Regulation  for  seasonal  vehicle  use 
prohibition  program.  (1)  “Vehicle  use 
prohibition  program”  means  a  program 
whereby  the  operation  of  private  light- 
duty  vehicles  within  a  specified  area  is 
intermittently  prohibited  in  a  manner 
equitable  for  all  vehicle  operators.  The 
program  shall  Include  assurances  that 
families  owning  more  than  one  'car  re¬ 
ceive  only  one  category  of  identifying  de¬ 


vice  under  paragraph  (i)  (2)  (ii)  of  this 
section  for  all  the  cars  they  own. 

(1)  “Control  period”  means  a  portion 
of  a  calendar  year  during  which  a  vehicle 
use  prohibition  program  is  in  effect. 

(ii)  “Rrivate  light-duty  vehicle”  means 
any  light-duty  vehicle  that  is  not  part  of 
a  fleet  of  10  or  more  such  vehicles. 

(2)  The  Commonwealth  of  Massachu¬ 
setts  shall  establish  a  seasonal  vehicle 
use  prohibition  program  applicable  to 
all  private  light-duty  vehicles  which  op¬ 
erate  on  street  or  highways  over  which 
it,  or  any  of  its  subdivisions  or  agencies, 
have  ownership  or  control.  No  later  than 
November  1,  1974,  the  Commonwealth 
shall  adopt  regulations  to  establish  such 
a  program.  The  regulations  shall: 

(i)  Fro  vide  for  the  division  of  the  pop¬ 
ulation  of  private  light-duty  vehicles 
registered  within  the  Boston  Intrastate 
Region  into  five  equal  groups,  on  a  basis 
that  is  equitable  and  is  not  related  to 
place  of  registration. 

(ii)  Frovide  for  the  issuance  of  wind-, 
shield  stickers  or  other  appropriate  iden¬ 
tifying  devices  to  assign  the  five  groups 
to  the  five  days  of  the  week  Monday 
through  Friday. 

(iii)  Frovide  that,  during  a  control 
period  designated  by  the  Administrator 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (i)  (4)  of 
this  section,  the  operation  of  a  private 
light-duty  vehicle  within  the  area 
boimded  by  the  northerly  boundaries  of 
the  cities  of  Feabody  and  Salem,  the 
southerly  boundary  of  the  City  of  Quincy, 
and  Route  128  from  the  northerly  boimd- 
ary  of  Feabody  to  the  southerly  boundary 
of  Quincy,  on  the  day  of  the  week  to 
which  such  vehicle  has  been  assigned, 
shall  be  prohibited.  The  regulations  shall 
provide  that  travel  on  Route  128  will  be 
permitted,  and  shall  permit  travel  within 
the  prohibited  area  by  vehicles  traveling 
from  Route  128  to  the  Riverside  transit 
station. 

(3)  On  or  before  April  30,  1974,  the 
Governor  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Mas¬ 
sachusetts  shall  submit  to  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  for  his  approval  a  detailed  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  legal  and  administrative 
mechanisms  adopted  for  operating  the 
vehicle  use  prohibition  program  provided 
for  in  paragraph  (i)  (2)  of  this  section, 
including  as  a  minimum  the  following: 

(i)  Designation  of  one  or  more  agencies 
responsible  for  the  administration  and 
enforcement  of  the  program. 

(ii)  A  description  of  the  method  by 
which  the  Commonwealth  will  divide  the 
vehicle  population  into  five  groups,  and 
a  description  of  the  system  of  devices  to 
identify  the  groups. 

(iii)  The  procedures  by  which  the  des¬ 
ignated  agency  will  identify,  and  issue 
citations  to,  those  vehicle  operators  driv¬ 
ing  in  violation  of  the  prohibition. 

(iv)  The  date  by  which  the  program 
provided  for  in  i>aragraph  (i)  (2)  of  this 
section  shall  become  operational;  such 
date  shall  be  as  soon  as  expeditiously 
practicable,  but  in  no  case  later  than 
May  31,  1975. 

(4)  On  or  before  April  1,  1975,  and  at 
appropriate  later  times,  the  Administra¬ 
tor  may  provide,  by  publication  in  the 
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Federal  Register,  that  specific  periods  of 
time,  beginning  no  sooner  than  30  days 
after  such  publication,  shall  be  control 
periods,  during  which  the  vehicle  use  pro- 
hibitlcxi  program  shall  be  in  effect.  Un¬ 
less  provided  otherwise  by  regulation, 
during  any  such  control  period  no  owner 
of  a  pri\'ate  light-duty  vehicle  subject  to 
the  program  shall  operate  or  permit  the 
operation  of  such  vehicle  on  the  day  of 
the  week  to  which  said  vehicle  has  been 
assigned. 

(5)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  comply 
with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  imder  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

As  to  compliance  schedules,  state  or 
other  governmental  entity  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  this  paragraph  if  it 
fails  to  timely  submit  any  required  com¬ 
pliance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain  in  satisfactory  form  each  of  the 
elements  it  is  required  to  contain. 

(j)  Regulation  for  traffic  flow  im¬ 
provements.  (1)  A  traflBc-responsive, 
digital -computer-controlled,  traffic  sig¬ 
nal  system  shall  be  instiled  in  the 
Springfield  area.  In  conjunction  with  this 
system  a  ramp  metering  system  shall  be 
installed  to  control  traffic  on  an  appro¬ 
priate  length  of  Interstate  91.  These  two 
systems  shall  function  together  to  im¬ 
prove  traffic  flow  within  the  Springfield 
downtown  area  and  also  to  limit  VMT 
uithin  the  area,  despite  the  potential 
traffic  capacity  increase  provided  by  the 
system. 

(2)  The  Governor  shall,  within  6 
months  after  the  promulgation  of  these 
regulations  in  final  form,  submit  to  the 
Administrator,  for  his  approval,  a  de¬ 
tailed  statement  of  the  steps  chosen  to 
implement  the  actions  in  paragraph 
(j)  (1)  of  this  section  and  a  schedule  for 
such  implementation  that  provides,  as  a 
minimum,  the  following: 

(i)  A  date  by  which  detailed  plans  will 
be  given  to  EPA  indicating  the  specific 
system  design  selected.  Including  the 
method  planned  for  use  in  ramp  meter¬ 
ing.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later  than 
March  1,  1974. 

(ii)  A  date  by  which  equipment  neces¬ 
sary  to  implement  this  program  will  be 
ordered. 

(iil)  A  date  by  which  the  system  will 
become  operational.  Such  date  shall  be 
no  later  than  May  31,  1975. 

f3)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of  a 
requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

(k)  Regulation  for  street  closing.  (1) 
A  section  of  Main  Street  in  the  downtown 
area  of  Springfield  shall  be  permanently 
closed  to  all  traffic  except  loading  traffic. 
The  section  closed  shall  extend  from  the 
railroad  overpass  at  the  north  to  State 
Street  at  the  south.  Streets  Intersecting 
Main  Street  within  the  closed-off  length 


shall  also  be  closed  where  possible  to 
maximize  block  size.  A  minimum  of  15 
block  lengths  of  intersecting  streets  shall 
be  closed  off. 

(2)  The  Governor  shall,  within  6 
months  after  the  promulgation  of  these 
regulations  in  final  form,  submit  to  the 
Administrator,  for  his  approval,  a  de¬ 
tailed  statement  of  the  steps  chosen  to 
effect  the  actions  in  paragraph  (k)(l), 
of  this  section,  and  a  schedule  for  their 
implementation  that  provides  for  their 
full  effectiveness  no  later  than  May  31, 
1975. 

(3)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of  a 
requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act. 

(1)  Regulation  for  yearly  inspection 
and  maintenance.  (1)  For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph: 

(1)  “Inspection  and  Maintenance  Pro¬ 
gram”  means  a  program  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  from  in-use  vehicles  through  iden¬ 
tifying  vehicles  which  need  emission  con¬ 
trol  related  maintenance  and  requiring 
that  maintenance  be  performed. 

(ii)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  para¬ 
graph  that  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51, 
Appendix  N,  are  used  herein  w'ith  the 
meanings  therein  defined. 

(2)  This  paragraph  is  applicable  in  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Region  and  the  Inter¬ 
state  Region. 

(3)  The  Commonwealth  of  Massachu¬ 
setts  shall  establish  an  inspection  and 
maintenance  program  applicable  to  all 
light-duty  vehicles  which  operate  on 
streets  or  highways  over  which  it  has 
ownership  or  control.  No  later  than 
March  1,  1974,  the  Commonw'ealth  shall 
submit  legally  adopted  regulations  to 
EPA  establishing  such  a  program.  The 
regulations  shall  include: 

(i)  Provisions  for  inspection  of  all 
motor  vehicles  at  periodic  intervals  at 
least  once  each  year  by  means  of  an  idle 
emission  test. 

(ii)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  failure  of  40 
percent  of  the  vehicles  tested  during  the 
first  inspection  cycle. 

(iil)  Provisions  to  require  that  failed 
vehicles  receive,  within  2  weeks,  the 
maintenance  necessary  to  achieve  com¬ 
pliance  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  shall  include  sanctions  against  in¬ 
dividual  ow'ners  and  repair  facilities,  re¬ 
test  of  failed  vehicles  following  mainte¬ 
nance,  a  certification  pro^am  to  ensure 
that  repair  facilities  performing  the  re¬ 
quired  maintenance  have  the  necessary 
equipment,  parts  and  technical  skills  to 
perform  the  tasks  satisfactorily,  and  such 
other  measures  as  may  be  necessary  or 
appropriate. 

(iv)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  en¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to  the 
inspection  and/or  maintenance  in  such  a 
way  as  would  cause  them  to  no  longer 
comply  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  might  include  spot  checks  of  idle 
adjustments  and/or  a  suitable  type  of 
physical  tagging. 


(v)  An  agency  or  agencies  responsible 
for  conducting,  overseeing,  and  enforcing 
the  inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram. 

(4)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  State 
shall  not  register  or  allow  to  operate  on 
its  streets  or  highways  any  light-duty 
vehicles  which  do  not  comply  with  the 
application  standards  and  procedures 
adopted  pmsuant  to  paragraph  (1)  (3)  of 
this  section. 

(5)  After  January  1, 1975,  no  owner  of 
a  light-duty  vehicle  shall  operate  or  al¬ 
low  the  operation  of  such  vehicle  which 
does  not  comply  with  the  applicable 
standards  and  procedures  adopted  pur¬ 
suant  to  paragraph  (1)  (3)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion. 

(6)  The  Commonwealth  of  Massachu¬ 
setts  shall  submit,  no  later  than  Octo¬ 
ber  1,  1973,  a  detailed  compliance  sched¬ 
ule  showing  the  stejjs  it  will  take  to  es¬ 
tablish  and  enforce  an  inspection  and 
maintenance  program  pursuant  to  par¬ 
agraph  (1)  (3) ,  of  this  section,  including 
the  test  of  needed  statutory  proposals 
and  needed  regulatlwis  which  It  will 
propose  for  adoption.  The  compliance 
schedule  shall  also  include: 

(1)  The  date  by  which  the  State  will 
recommend  needed  legislation  to  the 
State  legislature. 

(ii)  The  date  by  which  necessary 
equipment  will  be  ordered. 

(iii)  A  signed  statement  from  the 
Governor  and  State  Treasurer  Identi¬ 
fying  the  sources  and  amounts  of  funds 
for  the  program.  If  funds  cannot  legally 
be  obligated  imder  existing  statutory  au¬ 
thority,  the  test  of  needed  legislation  will 
be  submitted. 

(7)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  paragraph  shall  render 
such  perscm  in  violation  of  a  require¬ 
ment  of  an  applicable  implementotion 
plan  and  subject  to  enforcement  action 
under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
With  regard  to  compliance  schedules,  the 
State  will  be  considered  to  have  failed  to 
comply  with  the  requirements  of  this 
paragraph  if  it  fails  to  timely  submit 
any  required  compliance  schedule,  or 
if  the  compliance  schedule  wh«i  submit¬ 
ted  does  not  contain  in  satisfactory  form 
each  of  the  elements  it  Is  required  to 
contain. 

(m)  Regulation  for  vacuum  spark  ad¬ 
vance  disconnect.  (1)  For  purposes  of 
this  paragraph,  “vacuiun  spark  advance 
disconnect”  means  a  device  or  system  in¬ 
stalled  on  the  vehicle  which  prevents 
the  Ignition  vacuum  advance  from  op¬ 
erating  either  when  the  vehicle’s  trans¬ 
mission  is  in  the  lower  gears  or  when 
the  vehicle  is  traveling  below  a  predeter¬ 
mined  speed. 

(2)  'This  paragraph  is  applicable  in 
the  Boston  Intrastate  Region. 

(3)  On  or  before  January  1,  1975,  all 
gasoline-powered  light-duty  vehicles  of 
model  year  prior  to  1970  and  subject  im¬ 
der  presently  existing  legal  requirements 
to  registration  in  the  area  described  in 
paragraph  (m)  (2)  of  this  section  shall 
be  equipped  with  an  appoprlate  vacuum 
spark  advance  disconnect  device. 

(4)  The  Commonwealth  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  shall  submit,  no  later  than  Oc- 
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tober  31,  1973,  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take  to 
implement  and  enforce  this  requirement. 
Such  schedule  shall  include,  as  a  mini¬ 
mum,  the  following: 

(i)  A  date  by  which  the  State  will 
evaluate  and  approve  devices  for  use  in 
this  program.  Such  date  shall  not  be 
later  than  January  1, 1974. 

(ii)  A  date  by  which  installation  of 
this  equipment  shall  commence.  Such 
date  shall  be  no  later  than  May  31,  1974. 

(lii)  A  date  by  which  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  paragraph  will  be  equipped 
with  such  devices.  Such  date  shall  be  not 
later  than  January  1, 1975. 

(iv)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  evaluating  and 
approving  such  devices  for  use  on  ve¬ 
hicles  subject  to  this  paragraph. 

(v)  Designation  of  an  agency  or  agen¬ 
cies  responsible  for  ensuring  that  the 
prohibitions  of  paragraph  (m)  (5)  (ID  of 
this  section  shall  be  enforced. 

(vl)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  persons  install¬ 
ing  the  devices  have  the  training,  tech¬ 
nical  skills,  and  ability  to  perform  the 
needed  tasks  satisfactorily  and  that  an 
adequate  supply  of  devices  will  be  avail¬ 
able. 

(vii)  Provision  (apart  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  any  program  for  periodic 
Inspection  and  maintenance  of  vehicles 
generally)  for  emission  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(5)  After  January  1,  1975,  the  follow¬ 
ing  shall  apply  within  the  Boston  Intra¬ 
state  Region: 

(1)  The  State  shall  not  register  a  ve¬ 
hicle  subject  to  this  paragraph  which  is 
not  equipped  in  accordance  with  para¬ 
graph  (m)  (3)  of  this  section. 

(ii)  No  owner  of  a  light-duty  vehicle 
subject  to  this  paragraph  shall  operate 
or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such  ve¬ 
hicle  that  is  not  equipped  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (m)  (3)  of  this  section. 

(6)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of  a 
requirement  of  an  applicable  implemen¬ 
tation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforcement 
action  under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  As  to  compliance  schedules,  a  State 
will  be  considered  to  have  failed  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  this  regula¬ 
tion  if  it  fails  to  submit  on  a  timely  ba¬ 
sis  the  required  compliance  schedule,  or 
if  the  compliance  schedule  when  sub¬ 
mitted  does  not  contain  in  satisfactory 
form  each  of  the  elements  it  is  required 
to  contain. 

(n)  Regulation  for  oxidizing  catalyst. 
(1)  For  purposes  of  this  paragraph: 

(i)  “Oxidizing  catalyst’’  means  a  de¬ 
vice  installed  in  the  exhaust  system  of 
the  vehicle  that  utilizes  a  catalyst  and,  if 
necessary,  an  air  pump  to  reduce  emis¬ 
sions  of  hydrocarbons  and  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  from  that  vehicle. 

(ii)  “Fleet  vehicle’’  means  any  of  10 
or  more  light- duty  vehicles  operated  by 
the  same  person(s)  or  business  and  used 
principally  in  connection  with  the  same 
or  related  occupations. 


(2)  ’This  paragraph  is  applicable  in  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Region. 

(3)  On  or  before  May  31, 1977,  all  gas¬ 
oline-powered  fleet  vehicles,  and  all  pri¬ 
vate  light-duty  vehicles  of  model  year 
1972  to  1975  subject  to  registration  in  the 
Boston  Intrastate  Region  shall  be 
equipped  with  an  appropriate  oxidizing 
catalyst  control  device. 

(4)  ’The  Commonwealth  of  Massachu¬ 
setts  shall  submit,  no  later  than  Janu¬ 
ary  31,  1976,  a  detailed  compliance 
schedule  showing  the  steps  it  will  take 
to  implement  and  enforce  this  require¬ 
ment.  Such  schedule  shall  include,  as  a 
minimiun,  the  following: 

(i)  A  date  by  which  the  State  will 
evaluate  and  approve  devices  for  use  in 
this  program.  Such  date  shall  be  no  later 
than  July  1.  1977, 

(ii)  A  date  by  which  installation  of 
this  equipment  shall  commence.  Such 
date  shall  be  no  later  than  September  1, 
1976. 

(iii)  A  date  by  which  all  vehicles  sub¬ 
ject  to  this  paragraph  will  be  equipped 
with  such  devices.  Such  date  shall  be  no 
later  than  May  31, 1977. 

(iv)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  evaluating  and 
approving  such  devices  for  use  on  ve¬ 
hicles  subject  to  this  paragraph. 

(v)  Designation  of  any  agency  or 
agencies  responsible  for  ensuring  that 
the  prohibitions  of  paragraph  (n)  (5)  (ii) 
of  this  section  shall  be  enforced. 

(vi)  Method  and  proposed  procedures 
for  ensuring  that  those  persons  installing 
the  devices  have  the  training,  technical 
skill,  and  ability  to  perform  the  needed 
tasks  satisfactorily  and  that  an  adequate 
supply  of  devices  will  be  available. 

(vii)  Provision  (apart  from  the  re¬ 
quirements  of  any  program  for  periodic 
inspection  and  maintenance  of  vehicles 
generally)  for  emission  testing  at  the 
time  of  device  installation  or  some  other 
positive  assurance  that  the  device  is  in¬ 
stalled  and  operating  correctly. 

(5)  After  May  31,  1977,  the  following 
shall  apply  within  the  Boston  Intrastate 
Region. 

(i)  ’The  State  shall  not  register  a  ve¬ 
hicle  subject  to  this  paragraph  which  is 
not  equipped  in  accordance  with  para¬ 
graph  (n)  (3)  of  this  section. 

(ii)  No  owner  of  a  light-duty  vehicle 
subject  to  this  paragraph  shall  operate 
or  allow  the  operation  of  any  such  ve¬ 
hicle  that  is  not  equipped  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (n)  (3)  of  this  section. 

(6)  The  failure  of  any  person  to  com¬ 
ply  with  any  provision  of  this  paragraph 
shall  render  such  person  in  violation  of 
a  requirement  of  an  applicable  imple¬ 
mentation  plan,  and  subject  to  enforce¬ 
ment  action  under  section  113  of  the 
Clean  Air  Act.  As  to  compliance  sched¬ 
ules,  a  State  will  be  considered  to  have 
failed  to  comply  with  .the  requirements 
of  this  regulation  if  it  fails  to  submit  on 
a  timely  basis  the  required  compliance 
schedule,  or  if  the  compliance  schedule 
when  submitted  does  not  contain  in  sat¬ 
isfactory  form  each  of  the  elements  it  is 
required  to  contain. 

(FR  Doc.73-13034  Piled  6-29-73;8:45  am) 


[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

MINNESOTA  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans 

Background 

On  May  31,  1972  (37  PR  10842) .  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  110  of  the  Clean  Air  Act 
of  1970  and  40  CFR  Part  51,  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  approved,  with  specific  excep¬ 
tion,  State  plans  for  implementation  of 
the  national  ambient  air  quality  stand¬ 
ards,  On  that  date,  the  Governor  of 
Minnesota  was  advised  that  in  order  to 
complete  the  requirements  of  §§  51.11(b) 
and  51.14,  a  transportation  and/or  land 
use  control  strategy  was  to  be  submitted 
to  the  Administrator  by  February  15, 
1973. 

On  January  31, 1973,  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit  foxmd  that  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  did  not  conform  to  the  strict 
requirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of 
1970  in  permitting  several  states  to  dalay 
submission  of  transportation  control 
portions  of  their  implementation  plans 
imtil  February  15,  1973,  and  in  granting 
extensions  until  mid-1977  for  attainment 
of  the  national  primary  ambient  air 
quality  standards.  Accordingly,  the  court 
ordered  that  the  Administrator  rescind 
the  extension  granted  to  the  states  for 
implementation  of  the  transportation 
and/or  land  use  control  portion  of  their 
plans.  The  affected  states  were  then  re¬ 
quired  to  submit  a  control  plan  by 
April  15,  1973.  ’The  plan  was  to  provide 
for  the  attainment  and  maintenance  of 
the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Stand¬ 
ard  for  carbon  monoxide  as  expeditiously 
as  possible,  but  in  no  instance  later  than 
May  31, 1975. 

The  State  of  Minnesota  held  a  pre¬ 
liminary  hearing  on  its  proposed  plan 
on  January  16,  1973  and  subsequent 
formal  public  hearings  were  held  on 
February  20, 1973  and  May  3,  1973.  How¬ 
ever,  the  plan  has  not  yet  been  sub¬ 
mitted.  Comments  on  the  proposed  plan 
dealt  with  the  absence  of  a  motor  ve¬ 
hicle  inspection/maintenance  program, 
which  several  people  felt  to  be  necessary ; 
the  possible  air  quality  effects*  caused  by 
a  domed  stadium,  which  is  presently 
under  consideration  for  construction  in 
Minneapolis;  and  the  concern  that  the 
traffic  flow  impi*ovements  will  in  the 
long  rim  cause  greater  traffic  volumes 
to  occur. 

This  notice  of  proposed  rule  making 
sets  forth  a  transportation  control  plan 
for  the  Minneapolis-St.  Paul  Intrastate 
Air  quality  Control  Re^on  (hereinafter 
referred  to  as  the  Region),  as  required 
by  the  January  31,  1973,  court  order  and 
1970  amendments  to  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
This  Federal  proposal  results  from  the 
failure  of  the  State  of  Minnesota  to  sub¬ 
mit  to  the  Administrator  by  April  15, 
1973  an  acceptable  implementation  plan 
for  the  attainment  and  maintenance  of 
the  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standard  for  carbon  monoxide. 

If  a  State  plan  is  submitted  and  is 
determined  to  be  approvable  prior  to 
Federal  promulgation  of  a  plan,  contem- 
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plated  by  this  notice,  these  proposed 
regulations  will  be  withdrawn.  If  a  State 
plan  that  is  submitted  is  determined  to 
be  approvable  after  Federal  promulga¬ 
tion  has  occurred,  then  the  Federal  plan 
will  be  rescinded.  It  is  the  desire  of  the 
Administrator  that  the  plan  to  attain 
and  maintain  the  carbon  monoxide 
standard  in  the  Region  be  a  State  plan, 
carried  out  by  the  State  or  its  designated 
representative. 

Pollution  in  the  Region 

The  Region  includes  the  seven  coun¬ 
ties  (Anoka,  Carver,  Dakota,  Hennepin, 
Ramsey,  Scott,  and  Washington)  that 
encompass  the  urbanized  areas  of  Min¬ 
neapolis  and  St.  Paul.  The  Twin  Cities 
MetrofKilitan  area  is  situated  on  a  gently 
rolling  plain  where  the  Minnesota  and 
St.  Croix  Rivers  intersect  the  Mississippi 
River.  The  general  elevation  of  the  land 
is  less  than  1,000  feet  above  sea  level. 
This  physiological  feature  is  usually 
favorable  to  the  dispersion  of  carbon 
monoxide  emissions  through  diffusion 
and  other  favorable  climatic  conditions. 

The  type  of  climate  is  controlled  by 
the  interrelationship  of  continental 
polar  air  and  warm  moist  air  from  the 
Gulf  of  Mexico.  The  results  are  wide 
variaticms  in  temperature  and  a  gen¬ 
eral  tendency  to  reach  the  extremes 
in  all  climatic  features.  The  three  me¬ 
teorological  conditions  of  low  wind 
speeds,  temperature  inversions,  and 
condensation  (which  particularly  af¬ 
fect  the  dispersion  of  pollutants) 
make  the  fall  and  winter  months  of 
the  year  of  special  importance  during 
this  period  when  frequently  occurring 
stagnant  conditions  provide  for  the 
expectation  of  maximum  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  concentrations. 

The  National  Primary  Ambient  Air 
Quality  Standards  for  carbon  monoxide 
are  10  milligrams  per  cubic  meter  (9 
ppm),  maximum  8-hr.  concentration, 
and  40  milligrams  per  cubic  meter  (35 
ppm),  maximum  1-hr.  concentration. 
Neither  standard  is  to  be  exceeded  more 
than  (Mice  per  year.  The  national  stand¬ 
ards  for  carbon  monoxide  promulgated 
on  April  30,  1971  (36  FR  8186),  are  in¬ 
tended  to  prevent  the  occurrence  of 
carboxyhemoglobin  levels  in  the  blood 
of  more  than  2  percent.  It  Is  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator’s  jutigement  that  attain¬ 
ment  of  the  national  standards  for  car¬ 
bon  monoxide  will  provide  an  adequate 
safety  margin  for  the  protection  of  pub¬ 
lic  health,  and  will  guard  against  known 
and  anticipated  adverse  effects  (mi  pub- 
hc  w'elfare,  as  required  by  the  Act. 

During  the  time  period  between  Janu¬ 
ary  1,  1971  and  December  31,  1972, 
there  was  a  total  of  16,846  hourly  aver¬ 
age  carbon  monoxide  readings  taken  In 
downtown  Minneapolis.  During  thi.s 
same  time  Interval,  the  8-hr,  carbon 


monoxide  standard  was  equaled  or  ex¬ 
ceeded  on  1,331  occasions  (based  upon 
a  running  8-hr.  average)  or  approxi¬ 
mately  8  percent  of  the  time.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  recorded  8-hr.  average  was  15.4 
ppm,  which  is  approximately  1.7  times 
the  national  standard  of  9.0  ppm.  Simi¬ 
larly,  the  second  highest  recorded  8-hr. 
average  value  was  15.0  ppm,  which  is 
more  than  1.65  times  the  national  stand¬ 
ard.  The  downtown  Minneapolis  site  is 
ccMisidered  to  be  representative  of  the 
most  polluted  area  of  the  Region  (the 
Minneapolis  Central  Business  District) 
because  the  sampling  station  is  located 
within  the  zone  which  has,  by  far,  the 
greatest  carbon  monoxide  emission  den¬ 
sity  found  anywhere  in  the  Region,  niis 
emission  density  is  23,186  kilograms  of 
carbon  monoxide /square  mile/12  hours. 

The  degree  of  r^uction  in  carbon 
monoxide  necessary  to  provide  for  at¬ 
tainment  of  the  national  standard  Is  de¬ 
termined  assuming  that  there  is  a  linear 
relationship  between  emissions  and  air 
quality — that  is  to  say,  that  a  given  per¬ 
centage  change  in  emissions  produces 
the  same  percentage  change  in  air  qual¬ 
ity.  Therefore,  if  a  40  percent 

(y-?x.oo) 

improvement  in  air  quality  is  needed, 
a  40  percent  decrease  in  carbon  mcMi- 
oxide  emissions  must  be  achieved.  It 
is  also  assumed  that  CO  concentra¬ 
tion  in  a  given  area  or  zone  is  directly 
proportional  to  the  CO  emission  rate  in 
that  zone.  Accordingly,  the  Region  was 
divided  into  zones  and  CO  emission 
rates  for  each  zone  were  calculated. 
This  analysis  clearly  show's  that  the 
greatest  emissions  density  is  '  in  the 
Minneapolis  CBD  and  that  controls  be¬ 
yond  the  Federal  Motor  Vehicle  Con¬ 
trol  Program  are  necessary  to  reduce 
CO  ccoicentrations  within  the  zone. 

Summary 

Studies  presently  available  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  indicate  that  of  the  40  per¬ 
cent  overall  emission  reduction  neces¬ 
sary  (in  1971  emissions)  to  achieve  the 
air  quahty  standard  by  May  of  1975,  an 
approximate  reduction  of  29  percent 
(of  1971  emissions)  may  be  attributed 
to  the  impact  of  stationary  source  wnis- 
sion  controls  and  the  Federal  motor  ve¬ 
hicle  emission  ccMitrol  program.  This 
estimate  includes  the  impact  of  the  In¬ 
terim  1975  motor  vehicle  emission  stand¬ 
ard  for  carbon  monoxide  as  set  by  the 
Administrator  on  April  11,  1973.  This 
prediction  leaves  an  additional  11  per¬ 
cent  overall  reduction  required  in  1971 
emissions,  or  based  upon  an  overall  ex¬ 
pected  CBD  emission  density  in  1975  of 
16,554  kg/mi*-l  hr,  the  1975  vehicular 
emission  reduction  required  Is  approxi¬ 
mately  17.3  percent.  Such  a  reduction 


would  achieve  the  desired  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  emission  density  level  of  13,912 
kg/mi*- 12  hr  wdthln  the  Minneapolis 
Central  Business  District.  All  other 
areas  of  the  Region  will  have  a  CO 
emission  density  less  than  this  safe 
emission  density  by  1975  because  of  the 
existing  emission  ciMitrols. 

Transportation  Control  Alternatives 

The  Administrator’s  analysis  of  the  air 
quality  problems  associated  with  the  Re- 
^on  Indicates  that  the  following  strate¬ 
gies  could  be  applicable  singly  (or  in 
combination)  to  various  portions  of  the 
Region,  with  the  implementation  by 
May  31, 1975: 

1.  Fringe  parking  lots  or  structures  around 
both  CTBDs  coupled  with  shuttle  bus  service 
to  the  downtowm  areas. 

2.  Restriction  of  CBD  core  parking  through 
the  elimination  of  all  on-street  parking  and 
the  restriction  of  construction  of  future  and 
additional  parking  facilities  within  the  core 
area  of  each  CBD. 

3.  Increases  in  average  <»r  occupancy 
through  carpooling. 

4.  Establishment  of  an  idle  mode  inspec¬ 
tion — maintenance  ixx>gTam  applicable  to  all 
vehloles  registered  within  Hennepin  and 
Ramsey  counties. 

Although  one  or  more  of  these  strate¬ 
gies  may  already  be  planned  by  the  State 
for  intermittent  or  partial  implementa¬ 
tion  by  mid- 1975,  the  Administrator  is 
of  the  opinion  that  each  of  the  above 
alternatives  could  serve  to  enhance  the 
overall  desirability  and  attractiveness  of 
the  CBDs  in  general  in  addition  to  their 
resp>ective  positive  impact  upon  the  air 
quality  of  the  Region. 

Proposed  Control  Strategy 

In  order  to  achieve  the  required  carbon 
monoxide  vehicle  emlsslort  reduction  of 
16  percent  by  May  31,  1975,  as  previously 
noted,  the  Administrator  proposes  to 
Implement  all  of  the  above  alternatives 
on  a  concurrent  basis,  wnth  the  exception 
of  the  core  parking  restrictions,  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  city  of  St.  Paul  central  busi¬ 
ness  district  and  carpooling  throughout 
the  area.  With  respect  to  the  city  of  Min¬ 
neapolis  CBD,  imposition  of  total  re¬ 
strictions  in  the  core  parking  strategy 
shall  be  dependent  upon  the  need  in 
terms  of  achievement  and  maintenance 
of  the  carbCMi  monoxide  standard,  and 
upon  the  status  of  completion  and  use 
of  the  fringe  parking  for  such  CBD. 

In  essence,  toe  following  strategies  are 
being  proposed  by  the  Administrator, 
with  full  implementation  to  be  caused 
by  May  31, 1975.  The  associated  emissions 
impacts  for  each  strategy  Imposed  are 
also  listed,  based  upon  the  assumption 
from  an  analysis  of  those  facts  available 
to  the  Administrator  that  light-duty  ve¬ 
hicles  will  account  for  81.7  percent  of 
the  total  carbon  monoxide  emissions  in 
and  around  both  CBDs  in  1975. 
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Proposed  Control  Strategy 


OTerall  Total 

Bodaction  Redaction 
Achievable 
%  % 


(1)  Fringe  parking* 

Approximately  7,000  fringe  parking  spares  are  planned  in  the  Minneapolis  CBD 
(represented  by  Urban  Activity  Districts  No.  67-61;  Area^l.OSO  mi*)  by  1976. 

An  approximately  equivalent  number  of  parking  spaces  should  be  available 
around  the  St.  Paul  CBD  (represented  by  UAD  Nos.  84-89;  .\rca»0.q79  mi*) 
by  1976.  On  the  design  assumption  that  downtown  circulation  will  ho  adequately 
augmented  by  shuttle  bus  operations  in  both  CBDs,  it  is  expected  that  fringe 
parking  spaces  will  be  used  to  100  percent  of  available  opacity,  becaiuse  on-street 
parking  spaces  will  be  eliminated  by  another  strategy.  This  implies  a  4.8  percent 
reduction  of  light-duty  vehicle  miles  traveled .  3.9 

(2)  Inspection— Maintenance  Program 

The  Administrator  proposes  to  require  cn  annual  idle  emissions  safety  inspection  of 
ail  vehicles  registered  within  Hennepin  and  Ramsey  Counties;  designed  to  have 
an  initial  failure  rate  of  30^/c.  It  is  anticipated  that  thi.s  strategy  wilt  affect  approxi¬ 
mately  700,000  vehicles  per  year,  which  will  comprise  at  least  80  percent  of  the 
total  vehicles  traveling  within  the  Minneapoli®  and  St.  Paul  CBDs.  This  is 

equivalent  to  approximately  a  6.4  percent  reduction  in  LDV  emissions .  5. 2 

(8)  Core  Parking  Restrictions 

The  Administrator  proposes  to  cause  to  be  required  a  restriction  on  parking  in  the 
Minneapolis  CBD  through  the  elimination  of  all  on-street  parking  and  the  restric¬ 
tion  of  construction  of  future  and  additional  parking  facilities.  It  is  anticipated 
that  this  strategywouldincrea.se  average  traffic  speed  by  approximately  10  per¬ 
cent  and  therefore  result  in  a  reduction  in  carbon  monoxide  emissions  of  7J^ 
percent.  This  strategy  will  be  effective  on  January  1, 1976 .  7.6 


TOTAL. 


•Note:  This  strategy  is  expected  to  be  implemented  regardle.ss  of  Federal  promulgation  procedures. 


Economic  Impact  of  the  Plan 

It  Is  anticipated  that  the  annual  costs 
of  the  Inspection/maintenance  and  retro¬ 
fit  programs  will  most  likely  be  borne  by 
the  vehicle  owner.  Studies  available  to 
the  Administrator  through  the  EPA 
document  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use 
Vehicles”,  November,  1972,  indicate  the 
following  estimated  costs: 

Inspection  /maintenance ; 

Anticipated  inspection  costs  per  vehi¬ 
cle  (under  idle  exhaust  emission  inspec¬ 
tion)  may  range  from  $1.50  to  $7.50  per 
vehicle  per  year.  The  anticipated  reduc¬ 
tion  in  vehicle  trips  to  the  Minneapolis 
CBD  resulting  from  the  elimination  of 
on-street  parking  and  the  lack  of  a  loca¬ 
tion  to  terminate  the  trip  can  be  ab¬ 
sorbed  by  additional  voluntary  car  pool¬ 
ing  and  the  use  of  the  anticipated  fringe 
parking  facilities  including  the  provisions 
for  shuttle  service. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

Public  hearings  will  be  held  on  this  and 
alternate  proposals  on  July  24,  1973  at 
9:30  A. M.  in  the  Hall  of  Satellites,  Holi¬ 
day  Inn  (downtown),  1313  Nicollet 
Avenue,  Minneapolis,  Minnesota  55043. 

Interested  persons  may  piarticlpate  in 
this  rulemaking  by  submitting  written 
comments  to  the  Regional  Administrator, 
EPA,  Region  V,  1  North  Wacker  Drive, 
Chicago,  Illinois  60606.  All  relevant  com¬ 
ments  received  on  or  before  August  1, 
1973,  will  be  considered  by  the  Admin¬ 
istrator  together  with  the  remainder  of 
the  entire  hearing  records  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan.  Receipt  of  comments  will  be 
acknowledged.  Substantive  responses  to 
individual  comments  will  not  be  pro¬ 
vided.  Such  oral  and  written  comments 
received  together  with  the  remainder  of 
the  entire  hearing  record  and  the  pro¬ 
posed  plan  will  be  available  for  public 
inspection  during  normal  business  hours 
at  the  EPA  Region  V  OflBce.  The  changes 
proposed  by  this  notice,  with  the  appro¬ 
priate  modification,  will  be  effective  on 
the  date  of  final  publication.  This  notice 
of  proposed  rulemaking  is  issued  under 


the  authority  of  sections  110(c)  and 
301(a)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (42  U.S.C. 
et  seq.) . 

Dated:  June  22, 1973. 

Robert  W.  Fri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Part  52  of  Chapter  I,  title  40,  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  proposed 
to  be  amended  as  follows: 

Subpart  Y — Minnesota 

1.  Subpart  Y — is  amended  by  adding 
§  52.1230  as  follows: 

§  52.1230  ReguIalion8  for  inspection 
and  maintenanre  program. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram” — a  program  to  reduce  emissions 
from  in-use  vehicles  through  identifying 
vehicles  which  need  emissions  control- 
related  maintenance  and  requiring  that 
maintenance  be  performed. 

(2)  “Persons” — any  individual  corpo¬ 
ration,  partnership.  State  municipality 
or  imit  of  local  erovemment,  commission, 
political  subdivision  of  a  State,  or  other 
entity  or  the  oflBcials,  employees,  and 
agents  thereof. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  section 
which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51, 
Appendix  N  are  used  herein  with  the 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  section  is  applicable  to  motor 
vehicles,  both  owned  and  operated  in 
Ramsey  and  Hennepin  Counties,  Minne¬ 
sota  except  as  provided  in  paragraph 

(c)  (4)  of  this  section. 

(c)  The  counties  of  Ramsey  and  Hen¬ 
nepin  and  the  Cities  of  Minneapolis  and 
St.  Paul  shall  cause  to  be  established 
an  inspection  and  maintenance  program 
applicable  to  light-duty  vehicles,  both 
owned  and  operated  within  Hamilton 
Coimty  on  streets,  roads,  and  highways 
over  which  they  have  ownership  or  con¬ 
trol.  No  later  than  March  1,  1974,  the 
Coimties  of  Ramsey  and  Hennepin  and 
the  Cities  of  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul 
shall  adopt  a  legally  enforceable  program 
and  submit  a  description  of  such  a  pro¬ 


gram  to  EPA.  The  program  shall  in¬ 
clude: 

(1)  Provisions  for  inspection  of  all 
motor  vehicles  at  periodic  intervals  no 
more  than  one  year  apart  by  means  of 
an  idle  test. 

(2)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  emissions 
reductions  claimed  in  the  plan  for  the 
strategy.  These  criteria  shall  include  pro¬ 
jected  failure  rate  of  30  percent  of  the 
vehicles  in  the  first  inspection  cycle. 

(3)  Provisions  to  ensure  that  failed 
vehicles  receive  the  maintenance  neces¬ 
sary  to  achieve  compliance  with  estab¬ 
lished  emission  standards.  This  shall  in¬ 
clude  sanctions  against  individual  own¬ 
ers  and  repair  facilities,  retest  of  failed 
vehicles  following  maintenance,  a  cer¬ 
tification  program  to  ensure  that  repair 
facilities  performing  the  required  main¬ 
tenance  have  the  necessary  equipment, 
parts  and  technical  skills  to  perform  the 
tasks  satisfactorily  and  such  other  meas¬ 
ures  as  may  be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

(4)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  in¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to  the 
inspection  and/or  maintenance  in  such 
a  way  as  would  cause  them  to  no  longer 
comply  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  might  include  spot  checks  of  idle 
adjustments  and/or  a  suitable  type  of 
physical  tagging. 

(5)  An  agency  or  agencies  responsible 
for  conducting,  overseeing,  and  enforcing 
the  inspection  and  maintenance  pro¬ 
gram. 

(d)  After  January  1,  1975,  no  person 
shall  allow  the  registration  of  title  or 
allow  the  operation  on  streets,  roads,  or 
highways  of  any  light-duty  motor  vehicle 
both  owned  and  operated  in  Ramsey  and 
Hennepin  Counties  which  does  not  com¬ 
ply  with  applicable  standards  and  proce¬ 
dures  in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c) 
of  this  section. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  no  person 
shall  operate  or  allow  the  operation  of  a 
light  duty  vehicle  both  owned  and  oper¬ 
ated  in  Ramsey  and  Hennepin  Counties 
which  does  not  comply  with  the  appli¬ 
cable  standards  and  procedures  in  ac- 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(f)  The  Counties  of  Ramsey  and  Hen¬ 
nepin  and  the  Cities  of  Minneapolis  and 
St.  Paul,  shall  cause  to  be  submitted  no 
later  than  October  1,  1973,  a  detailed 
compliance  schedule  showing  the  steps 
each  will  take  to  establish  and  enforce 
an  inspection  and  maintenance  program 
in  accordance  with  paragraph  (c)  of  this 
section. 

(1)  The  compliance  schedule  shall 
also  include: 

(i)  The  date  by  which  necessary 
equipment  will  be  ordered. 

(ii)  A  signed  statement  from  the  Chief 
Executives  of  the  Counties  of  Ramsey 
and  Hennepin  and  the  Cities  of  Minne- 
apxjlis  and  St.  Paul  identifying  the 
sources  and  allocation  of  funds  for  the 
program.  If  fimds  cannot  legally  be  ob¬ 
ligated  under  existing  authority,  the  text 
of  the  needed  authority  will  be  submitted. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  section  shall  render  the  per¬ 
son  so  falling  to  comply  in  violation  of  a 
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requirement  of  an  applicable  implemen¬ 
tation  plan  and  subject  to  enforcement 
under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
With  regard  to  compliance  schedules,  the 
Counties  of  Ramsey  and  Hennepin  and 
the  Cities  of  Minneapolis  and  St.  Paul 
M-ill  be  considered  to  have  failed  to  com¬ 
ply  with  the  requirements  of  this  section 
if  each  fails  to  timely  submit  any  re¬ 
quired  compliance  schedule,  or  if  the 
compliance  schedule  when  submitted 
does  not  contain  in  satisfactory  form 
each  of  the  elements  it  is  required  to 
contain. 

2.  Subpart  Y  is  amended  by  adding 
§  52.1231  as  follows: 

§  52.1231  Repiilalion  to  con¬ 

struction  of  ncH  parking  facilities. 

fa)  Definitions; 

(1)  “Minneapolis  Central  Business 
District”  means  that  area  within  the 
City  of  Minneapolis  bounded  by  Grant 
Street  on  the  South  from  Portland  to 
1st  Avenue,  by  3rd  Avenue  from  12th  to 
the  Mississippi  River  on  the  northwest, 
by  the  Mississippi  River  on  the  north¬ 
east;  and  by  Portland  Avenue  between 
the  River  and  Grant  Street  on  the  south¬ 
east;  otherwise  described  as  Urban  Ac¬ 
tivity  Forecast  Districts  #57-61. 

(2)  “Off-street  parking  facility”  means 
any  land  or  building  or  portion  of  a 
building  set  aside  for  the  purpose  of 
storing  a  maximum  capacity  of  ten  or 
more  vehicles  on  a  temporary  basis. 

(3)  After  the  promulgation  date  of 
this  regulation,  no  person  shall  com¬ 
mence  construction  of  or  modify  in  such 
manner  as  to  increase  the  capacity  of,  or 
open  for  use  or  operate  any  new  off- 
street  parking  facility  in  the  Minne¬ 
apolis  Central  Business  District  without 
receiving  approv'al  from  the  Administra¬ 
tor.  However,  these  subparagraphs  shall 
not  apply  to  any  parking  lot,  garage  or 
other  off-street  parking  facility,  the  con¬ 
struction  or  modification  of  which  was 
commenced  before  the  promulgation 
date  of  this  regulation. 

(i)  Application  for  approval  to  con¬ 
struct  or  open  for  use  any  such  parking 
facility  shall  be  made  on  such  forms  and 
in  accordance  with  the  procedure  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Administrator. 

(ii)  No  approval  to  construct  or  open 
for  use  any  such  parking  facility  shall 
be  granted  imless  the  applicant  shows  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Administrator 
that  the  new  facility  will  not  prevent 
or  interfere  with  the  attainment  or 
maintenance  of  any  national  air  quality 
standard. 

3.  Subpart  Y  is  amended  by  adding 
§  52.1232  as  follows: 

§  52.1232  Regulation  for  banning  of 
on-Mrcet  parking. 

(a)  Definitions; 

(1)  “Persons”  means  any  Individual, 
corporation,  partnership,  political  sub¬ 
division  of  a  state,  or  other  entity,  or  the 
officials,  employees  and  agents  thereof. 

(2)  “Motor  vehicle”  means  every  self- 
propelled  over-the-road  vehicle. 

f3)  "Standing  of  motor  vehicle” 
means  any  stopping  of  a  motor  vehicle, 
except  when  necessary  for  loading  or 
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unloading  passengers  or  to  avoid  conflict 
with  other  traffic  or  in  compliance  with 
the  directions  of  a  police  officer  or  traffic 
control  sign  or  signal. 

(b)  This  regulation  Is  applicable 
within  the  Ivlinneapolis  Central  Business 
District.  The  requirement  hereof  shall 
be  effective  commencing  January  1,  1975. 

(c)  No  person  shall  cause,  permit  or 
allow  the  standing  of  any  motor  vehicle 
on  any  of  the  streets,  roads  or  highways 
within  the  Minneapolis  Central  Biisiness 
District  between  the  hours  of  6:30  A.M. 
and  6:30  P.M.  on  Monday  through  PYi- 
day  of  each  week. 

(d)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  paragraph  shall  render 
such  p>erson  in  violation  of  a  require¬ 
ment  of  an  applicable  implementation 
plan  and  subject  to  enforcement  action 
under  section  113  of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

[FR  r)oc.73-13042  Filed  6-29-73;8:45  am] 

[  40  CFR  Part  52  ] 

OHIO  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 

Approval  and  Promulgation  of 
Implementation  Plans 

Background.  On  May  31,  1972  (37 
FR  10842),  pursuant  to  section  110  of 
the  Clean  Air  Act  and  40  CFR  Part  51, 
the  Administrator  approved,  wdth  spe¬ 
cific  exceptions.  State  plans  for  imple¬ 
mentation  of  nation  ambient  air  quality 
standards.  On  that  date,  the  Governor 
of  Ohio  was  advised  that  the  attainment 
date  for  the  national  standard  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  in  the  Ohio  portion  of 
the  Metropolitan  Cincinnati  Interstate 
Region  was  extended  for  2  years. 

On  January  31,  1973  the  United  States 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia  Circuit  found  that  the  Adminis¬ 
trator  did  not  conform  to  the  strict  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  of  1970 
in  granting  extensions  until  mid-1977 
for  attainment  of  the  national  primary 
air  quality  standard.  Accordingly  the 
court  ordered  that  the  Administrator 
rescind  the  extensions  granted  the  states 
for  Implementation  of  the  transporta¬ 
tion  and/or  land  use  control  portion  of 
their  implementation  plans.  The  affected 
states  were  required  to  submit  a  control 
plan  by  April  15,  1973.  The  plan  was  to 
show  attainment  of  the  national  am¬ 
bient  air  quality  standards  for  photo¬ 
chemical  oxidants  and/or  carbon  mon¬ 
oxide  as  expeditiously  as  possible  but  no 
later  than  May  31, 1973. 

On  Jime  15,  1973,  the  Administrator 
approved,  with  specific  exceptions, 
transportation  and/or  land  use  control 
plans  submitted  in  response  to  the  Janu¬ 
ary  31,  1973  court  order.  This  proposal 
results  from  the  failure  of  the  State  of 
Ohio  to  submit  an  acceptable  control 
plan  for  the  attainment  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  the  national  primary  ambient 
air  quality  standard  for  photochemical 
oxidants  in  the  Ohio  portion  of  the 
Metropolitan  Cincinnati  Region  (herein 
after  referred  to  as  the  “Region”).  This 
proposal  sets  forth  a  plan  which  in  the 
Administrator’s  judgment  could  be  im¬ 
plemented  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
national  standards  for  photochemical 
oxidants  in  the  Region. 
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If  a  State  plan  which  Is  submitted  is 
determined  to  be  approvable  prior  to 
Federal  promulgation  of  a  plan,  these 
proposed  regulations  will  be  withdrawn. 
If  a  State  plan  which  is  submitted  is  de¬ 
termined  to  be  approvable  Eifter  Federal 
promulgation  of  a  plan,  then  the  Federal 
plan  will  be  rescinded.  It  is  the  desire  of 
the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
that  the  plan  to  attain  and  maintain  the 
photochemical  oxidants  standards  in  the 
Region  be  a  State  plan  implemented  and 
enforced  by  the  State  or  its  designated 
representative. 

Pollution  in  the  Region 

The  Region  is  comprised  of  approxi¬ 
mately  3000  square  miles  of  land  area 
located  in  the  extreme  southwestern  por¬ 
tion  of  Ohio  and  the  adjacent  State  of 
Indiana  and  the  Commonwealth  of 
Kentucky.  The  Indiana  portion  contains 
Dearborn  and  Ohio  Counties;  the  Ken¬ 
tucky  portion  contains  Boone,  Campbell, 
Kenton,  Carroll,  Gallatin,  Grant,  Owen 
and  Pendleton  Covmties;  the  Ohio  por¬ 
tion  contains  Butler,  Clermont,  Hamilton 
and  Warren  Coimties.  Since  the  Admin¬ 
istrator.  on  May  31,  1972,  approved  the 
plans  submitted  by  Indiana  and  Ken¬ 
tucky  demonstrating  the  attainment  of 
the  photochemical  oxidants  national 
standard  in  their  portions  of  the  Re¬ 
gion,  this  proposal  is  primarily  directed 
at  the  Ohio  portion  of  the  Region.  The 
population  of  the  Region  is  about  1.7 
million  persons,  approximately  eighty 
percent  of  whom  reside  within  the  Ohio 
portion  of  the  Region  and  sixty  percent 
w'ithin  Hamilton  County. 

The  primary  national  ambient  air 
quality  standard  for  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  160  /tg/m*  (0.08  ppm)  average  for 
a  one-hour  period  not  to  be  exceeded 
more  than  once  per  year.  The  standard, 
promulgated  on  April  30,  1971  (36  FR 
8186),  Is  based  on  evidence  of  increased 
frequency  of  asthma  attacks  in  some 
asthmatic  subjects  on  days  when  esti¬ 
mated  hourly  average  concoitrations  of 
photochemical  oxidants  reached  0.10 
ppm.  A  level  of  0.08  i>pm  was  therefore 
judged  necessary  by  the  Administrator 
to  protect  public  health  wdth  an  adequate 
margin  of  safety,  as  required  by  the  Act. 

In  1971  this  standard  was  exceeded  59 
times  at  the  CAiMP  Station  in  downtown 
Cincinnati.  Since  the  standard  is  speci¬ 
fied  in  terms  of  a  concentration  which 
is  not  to  be  exceeded  more  than  once  per 
year,  this  propesal  is  based  up>on  the  sec¬ 
ond  highest  measured  concentration  of 
photochemical  oxidants  during  that  year. 
This  second  highest  concentration  was 
277  Mg/m*  (.14  ppm)  and  Is  the  basis  for 
the  calculations  in  the  Ohio  Implemen¬ 
tation  Plan  which  originally  demon¬ 
strated  the  need  for  an  extension  to  the 
attainment  date.  There  is  no  reason  to 
believe  that  1971  was  a  year  of  imusually 
high  oxidant  concentration;  in  fact,  pre¬ 
vious  years  have  had  comparable  con¬ 
centrations  measured.  This  concentra¬ 
tion  was  not  exceeded  during  the  first 
two  quarters  of  1972.  Validated  air  qual¬ 
ity  data  for  the  last  2  quarters  of  1972 
are  not  yet  available.  Part  of  the  original 
Implementation  plan  was  a  commitment 
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to  enlarge  the  air  monitoring  network 
for  measuring  oxidants  in  the  Region. 

The  formation  of  photochemical  oxi¬ 
dants  is  dependent  upon  the  interaction 
between  oxides  of  nitrogen  and  hydro¬ 
carbons  in  the  presence  of  sunlight.  By 
reducing  any  of  these  components,  the 
formation  of  oxidants  will  be  reduced.  Of 
these  components,  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  present  the  greatest  possibility  for 
control.  The  extent  of  the  reduction  in 
hydrocarbon  emissions  which  is  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  the  air  quality  standards 
for  oxidants,  based  upon  various  meas¬ 
ured  concentrations,  has  been  deter¬ 
mined  and  is  presented  in  Appendix  J  to 
40  CFR  Part  51. 

SUMBIARY 

Studies  presently  available  to  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  indicate  that  a  reduction  of 
approximately  43  percent  of  1971  hydro¬ 
carbons  Is  necessary  to  achieve  the  na¬ 
tional  primary  ambient  air  quality  stand¬ 
ard  for  photochemical  oxidants  by  May 
31,  1975  in  the  Region.  The  presently 
adopted  Ohio  stationary  source  regula¬ 
tions  along  with  the  Federal  Motor  Ve¬ 
hicle  Control  Program  will  account  for  a 
42  percent  reduction.  In  order  to  attain 
the  standard  by  the  time  prescribed,  light 
duty  vehicles  registered  in  Hamilton 
County  will  be  required  to  be  Inspected 
annually  using  an  idle  emission  test.  Ve¬ 
hicle  owners  will  be  required  to  have  any 
maintenance  performed  which  is  needed 
to  ensure  that  the  vehicle  operates  at 
low  pollution  levels. 

No  air  pollution  control  plan  for  the 
Region  will  be  promulgated  in  final  form 
until  full  public  participation  has  taken 
place. 

Proposed  Control  Strategy 

The  Administrator  proposes  to  require 
the  State  of  Ohio  to  assure  that  all  light 
duty  vehicles  registered  in  Hamilton 
County  will  be  maintained  properly  in 
order  to  reduce  hydrocarbon  emissions. 
This  will  be  accomplished  by  requiring 
all  light  duty  vehicles  registered  in  Ham¬ 
ilton  County  to  pass  an  annual  idle  in¬ 
spection  test.  It  is  felt  that  a  mandatory 
annual  idle  emission  inspection  program 
presents  a  means  of  controlling,  at  a  rea¬ 
sonable  level,  hydrocarbon  emissions 
from  light  duty  vehicles  which  will  be 
the  major  source  of  hydrocarbon  emis¬ 
sions  in  the  Region  in  1975.  It  is  felt  that 
It  can  achieve  the  necessary  reduction  in 
a  positive  manner  at  minimum  cost  and 
Inconvenience  to  the  motoring  public. 

Other  strategies  presently  being  con¬ 
sidered  include  various  gasoline  market¬ 
ing  controls  and  preferential  treatment 
to  mass  transit  or  other  multiple  passen¬ 
ger  vehicles. 

Information  regarding  emissions  from 
mobile  soimces  was  derived  from  “Predic¬ 
tion  of  Hydrocarbon  Mobile  Source 
Emissions  for  the  Metropolitan  Cincin¬ 
nati  Region”  prepared  by  TRW,  Trans¬ 
portation  and  Environmental  Opera¬ 
tions,  March,  1973  under  contract  No. 
68-02-0048  Task  Order  14.  The  study  ac- 
coimted  for  expected  growth  in  the  free¬ 
way  system.  The  interim  1975  model 
emission  standards  as  annoimced  April 
11,  1973  by  the  Administrator  was  ^so 


considered.  Additional  documents  which 
were  \ised  are  “An  Interim  Report  on  Mo¬ 
tor  Vehicle  Emission  Estimation,”  by 
Kircher  and  Armstrong,  EPA,  October, 
1972  and  “Control  Strategies  for  In-Use 
Vehicles,”  EPA,  November  1972.  Infor¬ 
mation  regarding  total  emissions  from 
stationary  sources  was  derived  from  a  re¬ 
port  entitled  “Stationary  Source  Emis¬ 
sions  In  Hamilton  County,  Ohio  1971- 
1975"  prepared  by  PEDCO  Environ¬ 
mental  Specialists  imder  contract  No. 
68-02-004  Task  Order  44. 

Air  Pollution  Impact  of  Control 
Strategy 

As  indicated  by  the  Ohio  Implementa¬ 
tion  Plan  as  submitted  in  January,  1972, 
the  present  Ohio  Control  strategy  is  not 
sufiBclent  to  provide  for  the  attainment  of 
the  photochemical  oxidant  air  quality 
standard  in  the  Cincinnati  Region  until 
1977.  Based  upon  1971  air  quality  data, 
demonstration  of  attainment  of  the 
standard  by  1975  must  show  that  hydro¬ 
carbon  emissions  will  be  reduced  by  43 
percent  between  1971  and  1975. 

The  emissions  in  Hamilton  County  in 
1971  were  61,700  tons  of  hydrocarbons.  In 
order  to  demonstrate  attainment  of  the 
standards  by  1975  the  emissions  must  be 
reduced  to  no  more  than  35,200  tons.  The 
following  table  is  a  summary  of  the  effect 
of  the  strategy  on  the  overall  reduction 
necessary  in  Hamilton  County. 

Compilation  op  Control  Strateot  EppErrs  bt 
May  31,  1975  (Tons/Year) 


Stationary  Source  Emissions  with  Pres¬ 


ent  Stratepy .  8, 863 

8,863 

Mobile  Source  Emissions  with  Present 

Strategy .  26,850 

Reduction  Due  to  Inspcction/Malnte- 
nance.., .  800 


Total 


25,050 

34,913 


The  regulation  proposed  herein  im¬ 
plements  the  basic  control  strategy.  Ad¬ 
ditional  technical  information  is  con¬ 
tained  in:  Technic£d  Support  Document 
for  the  Proposed  Transportation  Control 
Strategy  for  the  Metropolitan  Cincin¬ 
nati  Interstate  Air  Quality  Control  Re¬ 
gion,  available  from  the  Region  V  OfiBce, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  1 
North  Wacker  Drive,  Chicago,  Illinois 
60606. 

Economic  Impact  of  the  Plan 

Most  likely  the  annual  cost  of  the  in¬ 
spection  system  will  be  passed  on  to  the 
consumer.  Studies  reported  in  EPA 
document  “Control  Strategies  for  In-use 
Vehicles”  November  1972,  indicate  that 
these  costs  would  be  in  the  range  of  $1.50 
to  $7.50  per  vehicle  per  year.  This  does 
not  include  the  cost  of  the  necessary 
automobile  maintenance  which  may  be 
required  to  bring  the  emissions  within 
the  prescribed  limitations. 

Public  Comments  Solicited 

Public  hearings  will  be  held  on  this 
notice  of  proposed  rulemaking  on  July 
25,  1973,  at  9:30  a.m.  in  the  Skyline 
Room,  Terrace  Hilton,  5th  and  Race 
Streets,  Cincinnati,  Ohio  45201. 


Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
this  rule  making  by  submitting  written 
comments  to  the  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator,  EPA  Region  V,  1  North  Wacker 
Drive,  Chicago,  Illinois  60606.  All  rele¬ 
vant  comments  received  not  later  than 
August  1,  1973,  will  be  considered.  Re¬ 
ceipt  of  comments  will  be  acknowledged, 
but  substantive  responses  to  individual 
comments  wiU  not  be  provided.  Com¬ 
ments  received  will  be  available  for  pub¬ 
lic  inspection  during  normal  business 
hours  at  the  EPA,  Region  V  OfiBce,  The 
changes  proposed  by  this  notice  of  pro¬ 
posed  rule  making  is  issued  under  the 
authority  of  section  110(c)  and  301(a) 
of  the  Clean  Air  Act. 

(42  U.S.C.  1857  c-5  et  seq.) 

Dated:  June  22,  1973. 

Robert  W.  Pri, 
Acting  Administrator. 

Part  52  of  Chapter  I,  Title  40,  of  the 
Code  of  Federal  Regulations  is  proposed 
to  be  amended  as  follows: 

Subpart  KK — Ohio 

1.  Subpart  KK — is  amended  by  adding 
§  52.1878  as  follows: 

§  52.1878  Inspection  and  maintenance 
program. 

(a)  Definitions: 

(1)  “Inspection  and  maintenance” 
means  a  program  to  reduce  emissions 
from  in-use  vehicles  through  identifying 
vehicles  which  need  emission  control- 
regulated  maintenance  and  requiring 
that  maintenance  be  performed. 

(2)  “Persons”  means  any  individual 
corporation,  partnership.  State,  munici¬ 
pality  or  unit  of  local  government,  com¬ 
mission,  political  subdivision  of  a  State, 
or  other  entity  or  the  ofiBcials,  employees, 
and  agents  thereof. 

(3)  All  other  terms  used  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  which  are  defined  in  40  CFR  Part  51, 
Appendix  N  are  used  herein  with  the 
meanings  so  defined. 

(b)  This  program  is  applicable  to  light 
duty  motor  vehicles,  both  owned  and 
operated  in  Hamilton  County,  Ohio  ex¬ 
cept  as  provided  in  paragraph  (c)  (4). 

(c)  The  County  of  Hamilton  and  City 
of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  shall  cause  to  be 
established  an  inspection  and  mainte¬ 
nance  program  applicable  to  light  duty 
motor  vehicles,  both  owned  and  operated 
within  Hamilton  County,  on  streets, 
roads,  and  highways  over  which  they 
have  ownership  or  control.  No  later  than 
March  1,  1974,  the  Coimty  of  Hamilton 
and  City  of  Cincinnati  shall  adopt  a  le¬ 
gally  enforceable  program  and  submit 
a  description  of  such  a  program  to  EPA. 
The  program  shall  include: 

(1)  Provisions  for  inspection  of  all 
light  duty  motor  vehicles  at  periodic  in¬ 
tervals  no  more  than  1  year  apart  by 
means  of  an  idle  test. 

(2)  Provisions  for  inspection  failure 
criteria  consistent  with  the  emissions  re¬ 
ductions  claimed  in  the  plan  for  the 
strategy.  These  criteria  shall  include  fail¬ 
ure  of  30  percent  of  the  vehicles  in  the 
first  inspection  cycle. 

(3)  Provisions  to  ensure  that  failed 
vehicles  receive  the  maintenance  nec- 
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essary  to  achieve  compliance  with  the 
inspection  standards.  Tills  shall  include 
sanctions  against  individual  owners  and 
repair  facilities,  retest  of  failed  vehicles 
following  maintenance,  a  certification 
program  to  ensure  that  repair  facilities 
performing  the  required  maintenance 
have  the  necessary  equipment,  parts  and 
knowledge  to  F>erform  the  tasks  satis¬ 
factorily,  and  such  other  measures  as 
may  be  necessary  or  appropriate. 

i4)  A  program  of  enforcement  to  in¬ 
sure  that  vehicles  are  not  intentionally 
readjusted  or  modified  subsequent  to  the 
inspector  and/or  maintenance  in  such  a 
way  as  would  cause  them  to  no  longer 
comply  with  the  inspection  standards. 
This  might  Include  spot  checks  of  idle 
adjustments  and/or  a  suitable  t5T>e  of 
physical  tagging. 

(5)  An  agency  or  agencies  responsi¬ 
ble  for  conducting,  overseeing,  and  en¬ 
forcing  the  Inspection  and  maintenance 
program. 

(d)  After  January  1.  1975,  no  person 
shall  allow  the  registration  of  title  or  al¬ 


low  the  operation  on  streets,  roads,  or 
highways  of  any  light  duty  motor  ve¬ 
hicle,  both  owned  and  operated  in  Hamil¬ 
ton  Coimty,  Ohio  which  does  not  com¬ 
ply  with  the  applicable  standards  and 
procedures  in  accordance  with  paragraph 
(c)  of  this  section. 

(e)  After  January  1,  1975,  no  person 
shall  operate  or  allow  the  operation  of  a 
light  duty  vehicle,  both  owned  and  op¬ 
erated  in  Hamilton  Coimty,  Ohio,  which 
does  not  comply  with  the  applicable 
standards  and  procedures  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section. 

(f)  The  County  of  Hamilton  and  the 
City  of  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  shall  cause  to 
be  submitted  no  later  than  October  1, 
1973,  a  detailed  compliance  schedule 
showing  the  steps  each  will  take  to  es¬ 
tablish  and  enforce  an  inspection  and 
maintenance  program  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  (c)  of  this  section.  The 
compliance  schedule  shall  also  include: 

(1)  The  date  by  which  necessary 
equipment  will  be  ordered. 


(2)  A  signed  statement  from  the  Chief 
Executive  of  the  County  of  Hamilton  and 
City  of  Clncirmati,  Ohio,  Identifying  the 
sources  and  allocation  of  fimds  for  the 
program.  If  funds  cannot  legally  be  obli¬ 
gated  under  existing  authority,  the  text 
of  needed  authority  shall  be  submitted. 

(g)  Failure  to  comply  with  any  provi¬ 
sion  of  this  program  shall  render  the 
person  so  failing  to  comply  in  violation 
of  a  requirement  of  an  applicable  im¬ 
plementation  plan  and  subject  to  en¬ 
forcement  imder  section  113  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act.  With  regard  to  compliance 
schedules,  the  County  of  Hamilton  and 
City  of  Cincinanti,  Ohio,  will  be  consid¬ 
ered  to  have  failed  to  comply  with  the 
requirements  of  this  program  if  each 
fails  to  timely  submit  any  required  com¬ 
pliance  schedule,  or  if  the  compliance 
schedule  when  submitted  does  not  con¬ 
tain,  in  satisfactory  form,  each  of  the 
elements  it  is  required  to  contain. 

[FR  Doc.73-13040  PUed  0-29-73:8:45  am] 
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CODE  OF  FEDERAL  REGULATIONS 

(Revised  as  of  April  1,  1973) 

Title  18 — Conservation  of  Power  and -Water  Resources 


(Part  150-End) _ $4.00 

Title  26 — Internal  Revenue  Part  1  (§§  1.401-1.500) _  3.  00 

Title  26 — Internal  Revenue  (Pai-ts  300-499) _  3.  (X) 


[A  Cumulative  checklist  of  CFR  issuances  for  197S  appears  in  the  first  issue 
of  the  Federal  Register  each  month  under  Title  /] 


Order  from  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
United  States  Government  Printing  Office, 
Washington,  D.C.  20402 
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